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LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


(Part 1—Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Arizona) 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 21, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
AssIGNED Power AND LAND PrRoBLEMS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Phoe nia. d | riz. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in the public 


auditorium of the Phoenix City Library, Phoenix, Ariz., Hon. John 
E. Moss (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Members present: Hon. John E. Moss (presiding), Hon. Neal 


Smith, and Hon. Clare E. Hoffman. 
Also present : Orville J. Montgomery, subcommittee counsel ; 


: James 
A. Lanigan, associate general counsel, Committee on Government 


Operations ; George R. Bartlett, investigator, General Accounting Of- 
fice, assigned to the subcommittee ; and Helen M. Boyer, minority staff 
inember. 

Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now come to order for the pur- 
pose of taking testimony on certain land cases here in Phoenix, Ariz. 

I have an opening statement that I would like to make at this time. 

Under the rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Government Operations is charged with the responsibility of studying 
the operation of Government agencies at all levels with a view to 
determining its efficiency and economy. The group meeting here to- 
day is a special subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operations which has been appointed by the committee chairman, the 
Honorable William L. Dawson, to study power and land problems 
which he believes are serious enough to assign to the subcommittee. 
The name of the subcommittee is the Special Subcommittee on As- 
signed Power and Land Problems. 

We are holding these hearings in Phoenix to gather facts from 
which we may determine the validity of complaints received by the 
committee that public land of the United States is being disposed of 
by the Department of the Interior, through exchanges and sales, at 
prices based upon faulty and deficient appraisals, representing in 
many cases only a small fraction of the true value of the land. 

The purpose of this hearing is to elicit facts concerning the ap- 
praisal practices and procedures of the Bureau of Land Management, 
and of equal importance to find out how these practices and procedur es 


1 
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are being applied in actual operations. In order to do this, the facts 
of record in certain specific cases will be presented, followed by eyi- 
dence accumulated for the committee which tends to reflect the value 
of the Government land at the time of the BLM appraisal. A fter- 
wards, officials of the Bureau of Land Management will be asked to 
discuss their appraisal practices as applied in these particular cases 
and to reconcile any apparent and significant variations between their 
appraisals and the evidences of v alue presented at this hearing. The 
subcommittee will be equally concerned with evidence of substantia] 
overappraisals as well as instances of substantial undervaluations. 

It should be noted that while the committee hearings are beginning 
in Arizona because the committee investigation has - progressed fur- 
ther in this State than elsewhere, we are ‘currently looking into ap- 
praisals in five other Western States to determine whether the orl 
lems involved in the Bureau of Land Management appraisals are lim- 
ited to one or two particular areas, or whether they are more wide- 
spread. 

If the subcommittee finds that the appraisals made by the BLM are 
in fact at variance with the actual value of the land appraised, it 
shall endeavor to ascertain the cause. If the cause lies in the appraisal 
policies under which they are working, then the subcommittee will 
recommend that the policies and procedures be revamped. If, on the 
other hand, it appears that the real fault lies in the basic laws under 
which the public domain is administered, then the subcommittee will 
make appropriate recommendations to the Congress for revision of 
the laws involved. 

It is a basic precept of the Public Land Laws that the public domain 
belongs to all of the people. Each individual should have an equal 
opportunity to share in it, either to acquire a small part on which to 
build his home, to enjoy the recreational facilities, or otherwise to 
utilize its resources. The history of our land laws shows that Con- 
egress never intended them to be used as a vehicle for profiteering and 
speculation at the expense of the individual citizens. If we fail to 
guard against such misuse of our national heritage, both the present 
and future generations will be deprived of the w idespre: id benefits the 
public domain can, if properly utilized, afford. 

We will hear first today from Mr. George R. Bartlett. Mr. Bartlett 
is an employee of the General Accounting Office, but it should be noted 
that he has been assigned by the Comptroller General to assist the 
subcommittee in gatheri ing factual material regarding land appraisals 
in the State of Arizona. In this respect his activities, therefore, have 
been under the direction of the committee rather than under that of 
the Comptroller General. 

Before calling our first witness, I would like to introduce my col- 
league, Mr. Hoffman, of Michigan, the ranking Republican member 
of the Committee on Government Operations, and on this subject 

matter. 

We will be joined shortly by Congressman Neal Smith of Iowa, the 
third member of this subcommittee, who has been del: uyed as the result 
of a late plane arrival. We hope that he will be w ith us within the 
next half hour. 

Mr. Hoffman, do you have any comment you would like to make at 
this time ? 
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Mr. Horrman. No, thank you, Mr. Moss, exc ept an inquiry as to 
whether the names of those who made the complaints with reference 
to the hearings here will be placed on the record. 

Mr. Moss. At this point I can answer that on a qualified basis; 
there will be, in the course of the hearing today, testimony by some 
who have protested specific transactions. However, in keeping with 
the policy of the committee there is available to you all of the in- 
formation in the files of the committee as to the nature of the original 
complaint. 

Mr. Horrman. I understood you to state these hearings were a re- 
sult, or were brought about by complaints which had been made by 
either individuals or organizations, and I was wondering if, as each 
case came up, if 1 would have an opportunity, to learn who made the 
complaint with reference to that particular transaction. 

Mr. Moss. I think it will be necessary for us to check back with 
our files in Washington to give you all of that. 

Mr. Horrman. As it is available, do you know who made the com- 
plaint? I know nothing about the m: itter 

Mr. Moss. The details of that information will not be included in 
the record today. It will be included in part, but not completely. 

Mr. Horrman. Then I may add, as each case comes up, I will ask 
who made the complaint with reference to that particular tract, that is 
all. 

Mr. Moss. You will have to make a reservation to supply you with 
much of that information after we adjourn to Washington. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. George R. Bartlett. 


TESTIMONY OF GEORGE R. BARTLETT, INVESTIGATOR, 
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Bartcerrt. My name is George R. Bartlett. I am the investi- 
gator for the U.S. General Accounting Office, assigned to the com- 
mittee to make this investigation. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Montgomery, the counsel of the subcommittee, will 
now undertake the examination of Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, during your review of certain 
specific cases assigned to you for review by the committee, did you 
have occasion to examine the transaction identified as Arizona case 
No. 011509, commonly known as the Wittman exchange / 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you identify for the record what type of 
land transaction that was? 

Mr. Barrietr. This transaction was for land in the Wittman area. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Was it a sale or was it an exchange, or what 
was it ? 


Mr. Bartierr. It was a private exchange of Mr. Arthur J. Stegall 
and M. Taylor Lawrence, Jr. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Now, for the information of the subcommittee 
and for the record, will you briefly state what a private exchange is? 

Mr. Bartierr. A private exchange is when an individual applies 
to exchange his privately owned land for public land. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Under what statutory authority are these trans- 
actions consummated ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Under authority of the Taylor Grazing Ac 

Mr. Montcomery. What specific section of that ? 

Mr. Bartietrr. What section ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Would it be section 8(b) ? 

Mr. Barrterr. Yes, 8(b). 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, for the record I would like to 
introduce a copy of the pertinent sections of the Taylor Grazing Act, 
section 8, subsections (b) and (d). 

Mr. Moss. Is there any objection to it ? 

Hearing none, the copy will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Extract From SeEcrion 8 OF THE TAYLOR GRAZING Act (438 U.S.C. 3156), 
PROVISION RELATING TO PRIVATE EXCHANGES 
> * * * x oe 
(b) When public interest will be benefited thereby the Secretary is authorized 
to accept on behalf of the United States title to any private owned lands within 
or without the boundaries of a grazing district, and in exchange therefor to 
issue a patent for not to exceed an equal value of surveyed grazing district land 
or of unreserved surveyed public land in the same State or within a distance 
of not more than fifty miles within the adjoining State nearest the base lands. 
* * . * * * x 


(d) Before any such exchange under this section shall be effected, notice of 
the contemplated exchange, describing the lands involved, shall be published 
by the Secretary of the Interior once each week for four successive weeks in 
Some newspaper of general circulation in the county or counties in which may 
be situated the lands to be accepted, and in the Same manner in some like news- 
paper published in any county in which may be situated any lands to be given 
in such exchange; lands conveyed to the United States under this Act shall, 
upon acceptance of title, become public lands, and if located within the exterior 
boundaries of a grazing district they shall become a part of the district within 
the boundaries of which they are located: Provided, That either party to an 
exchange based upon equal value under this section may make reservations of 
minerals, easements, or rights of use. Where reservations are made in lands 
conveyed either to or by the United States the right to enjoy them shall be sub- 
ject to such reasonable conditions respecting ingress and egress and the use of 
the surface of the land as may be deemed necessary. Where mineral reserva- 
tions are made by the grantor in lands conveyed by the United States, it shall 
be so stipulated in the patent, and any person who prospects for or acquires the 
right to mine and remove the reserved mineral deposits may enter and occupy 
so much of the surface as may be required for all purposes incident to the 
prospecting for, mining, and removal of the minerals therefrom, and may mine 
and remove such minerals, upon payment to the owner of the surface for dam- 
ages caused to the land and improvements thereon. No fee shall be charged 
for any exchange of land made under this Act except one-half of the cost of 
publishing notice of a proposed exchange as herein provided. (43 U.S.C., sec. 
815g.) 


= - * * * + . 


Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett, under the provisions of the 
Taylor Grazing Act, isn’t it true that first there must be a determina- 
tion that the trade of the private land for public lands should be in 
the public interests? 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right. 
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Mr. Monteomery. Then what other condition does that act impose ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That the public lands will not exceed the base lands 
in value. 

Mr. Montcomery. What do you mean by base lands? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is the private land being exchanged for the 
public land. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In other words, the value of the Government land 
must either by equal or less than the value of the base land. 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, this particular transaction involved base 
lands in what area? 

Mr. Bartierr. An area in Mohave County. 

Mr. Montcomery. Let the record show that the witness pointed to 
the map on the easel indicating the general location of the land. 

Mr. Barrierr. This is Mohave County here; the base lands, or the 
private lands are located in this area here. 

Mr. MontGomery. And that area that is blocked off on the map cor- 
responds with the legal description which I now hand you for iden- 
tification and inclusion into the record ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

(The legal description of the land involved in Arizona Exchange 
Case No. 011509 is as follows :) 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF LANDS INVOLVED IN THE STEGALL-LAWRENCE EXCHANGE 
(ARIzONA 011509) 


SELECTED LANDS 


Gila and Salt River Meridian 

T.4N.,R. 4 W. 

Sec. 7, all. 

Sec. 18, lots 1 thru 4, B4W%, EXE. 
T.3N.,R.5 W. 

Sec. 2, all. 

Sec. 3, all. 

Sec. 4, all. 

Sec. 5, all. 

Sec. 6,1 thru 7, S4A4NE%, SEYNWY, EXSW,, SEM. 

Sec. 7, all. 

See. 8, all. 

Sec. 9, all. 

See. 10, all. 

Sec. 11, W4. 

Sec. 14, W4. 

See. 15, all. 

Sec. 16, all. 

Sec. 23, EY NEY, WYNW KK. 
T.3N., R.6 W. 

Sec. 1, all. 

Sec. 2, all. 

Sec. 3, lots 1 and 2, S4%4NE\, SE. 

See. 11, E\4. 

Sec. 12, all. 
T.4N.,R.6 W. 

Sec. 25, NEY, NEYNW, SUNWY, Sh. 

Sec. 26, all. 

Sec. 27, E\. 

Sec. 34, E14. 

Sec. 35, all. 

Sec. 36, N%4, SE. 
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all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 


lots 1 thru 7, SY%NEY, 
atl, 


all. 

all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 


» all. 
5 el. 
, all. 
, all. 
, all. 
, WK, WUNEY, SEYUSEM. 
, all. 
aL 


all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 


LW. 
lots 1 


thru 


lots 1 thru 
lots 1 thru 


lots 1 


all. 


sec. 9 Wis. 
Sec. 17, all. 
Sec. 18, lots 
Sec. 19, lots 
Sec. 20, all. 
Sec. 29, all. 
See. 30, lots 
Sec. 31, lots 
.6N., R. 4 W. 
Sec. 31, lots 
Sec. 33, all. 


OW. 
SY. 


all. 


thru 


thru - 


thru 


thru 


thru 4, 


thru 


t 
4, 
7 

t 
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, S%4N4, 
S14N14, 
’ SYNE, SEYNWY, E’%SW, SEY. 
4, EY%W, EU. 


6, EY. 


SEYNWY, EYSWY,, 


SW. 
Ss’. 





Sk1 t- 


16, 1956). 
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~J 


Sec. 1, lots 1 thru 4, SYN, Sh. 
Sec. 3, lots 1 thru 4, SIN, Si. 
Sec. 4, lots 1 thru 4, SUNW, Sk. 
See. 5, lots 1 thru 4, SYN, Sh. 
Sec. 7, lots 1 thru 4, E4ZWk, E%. 
Sec. 8, all. 


Sec. 9, all. 
Sec. 10, all. 
Sec. 11, all. 


See. 12, all. 
Sec. 13, all. 
Sec. 14, all. 
Sec. 15, all. 
Sec. 21, E% 
Sec. 22, all. 
Sec. 23, all 


Sec. 24, all. 
Sec, 25, all. 
) 


Sec. 26, all. 
Sec. 27, all. 
Sec, 28, E14. 
Sec. 33, E4s 
Sec. 34, all. 
See. 35, all 


BASE LANDS 


' 94 N., R. 13 W. 


Sec. 1, lots 1 thru 4, SWY%NW4, SSE, SW. 

Sec, 3, lots 1 thru 4, S4%N%, SEY, E4SWY4, NWYSWy. 
Sec. 5, lots 1 thru 4, S144N%, SEY, EYSWY4, NWYSW,. 
Sec. 7, lots 1 thru 4, E4,W14, SE, NIGNEY, SWYNE\. 


See. 9, all. 
11, all. 
Sec. 15, S14, NEY, EYNWY, SWYNW. 

Sec. 17, Ws, SEY, SLANEY, NWYNEM. 

Sec. 19 lots 2 thru 4, E4YW%, E\% (all) (lot 1 eliminated July 16, 1956). 
Sec. 21, All. 

Sec. 27, SWIZANEY, WIASEX, SWYSWH, NSW, NW (amended July 
Sec. 29, N14, SW14, ELSE, SWYSEX. 

Sec. 31, lots 1 thru 7, E44“ NWY4, NEYSW\, NEY, NIGSEY, (all). 
Sec. 33, lots 1 thru 4, N44, NYwSEY, NSW, (all). 


OS N., R. 12 W. 


Sec. 1, lots 1 thru 4,S%S. 

Sec. 7, lots 1 thru4, E4W'%, E\% (all). 
Sec. 11, all. 

Sec. 13, all. 

Sec. 23, all. 

See. 25, all. 

See. 27, all. 

Sec. 29, All. 

Sec. 31, lots 1 thru 4, F44W%4, SEY, W14NE\, SEYNEY. 
Sec. 33, all. 

See. 35, all. 


. 20 N., R. 13 W. 


See. 9, lot 1. 

See. 17, all. 

See. 19, all. 

Sec. 21, lot 1, NWY4NEY, SYNE, NW, Sk. 
Sec. 27, lots 1,2, SW1ANE\, NW44,S4. 

Sec. 29, all. 

Sec. 33, W1%4, NEY, S44SEY, NEUSE. 

Sec. 35, lots 1 thru 3, NWY4SE\4, S4SE\Y, W's. 
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T. 23 N., R. 12 W. 


Sec. 1, lots 1 thru 4, S4N%, 8% (all). 

Sec. 3, lots 1 thru 4, SYN »5% (all). 

Sec. 5, lots 1 thru 4, SIN, S% (all). 

Sec. 7, lots 1 thru 4, EYW', BY (all). 

Sec. 9, E144, NW, EXSW. 

Sec. 11, NEYNEM, SYNE, SEY, WH. 
Sec. 18, WHER, NW\, Wi%SwW. 

Sec. 15, NW%4, S4%—amended July 16, 1956. 
See. 17, all. 

Sec. 19, EY NEU, SEY, ELSWH. 

Sec. 21, all. 

Sec. 23, NEYANEY, SWY4NEYU, NW, NYSE, NEYSWk. 
See. 25, all. 

See. 27, all. 

See. 29, all. 

Sec. 33, Wi, SEY, WANE, SEYNEM. 
Sec. 35, W%, NEY, WiSEY, NEYSE'. 


T. 24 .N., R. 11 W. 
See. 1, lots 1 thru 4, 55%. 
Sec. 3, lots 1 thru 4, 8% S14. 
Sec. 5 5, lots 1 thru 4, Si. 


See. 9, all. 

Sec. 11, all. 

See. 13, all. 

See. 15, all. 

Sec. 17, all. 

Sec. lots 1-8; 10-24; Ek. 

Sec. 21, E\%4, NW 1A. 

Sec. 28 all. 

See. 25, E44, SW%, S“UNWK, NEYUNWK. 

Sec. 27, all. 

Sec, 29, W%4, NE, N144SEY4, SWY%SEM. 

Sec. 31, all, lots 1- 24, Ek. 

Sec. 33, all. 

Sec. 35, all. 
T. 23 N., R. 11 W. 

Sec. 3, lots 1 thru 4, S% NY”) S'% (all). 

Sec. 5, lots 1, 2, 5, 6, S14N VY, aa Y (all). 

Sec. 7, lots 1 thru 24, W%4 aie, EYNE\, ESE. 

Sec. 9, E4%4, NW%, WY%SWH, NEM Swi. 

Sec. 17, all. 

See. 19, lots 1 thru 24, E% (all). 

Sec. 21, all. 

Sec. 29, W%, NEY Ww 1,8SEY%, NEYSE\. 

See. 31, lots 1 thru 5; 7 thru O4: E%. 

Sec. 33, all. 
T. 24 N., R. 12 W. 

Sec, 21, NEY, N'4NW,, SW, W1%4SEM, SEYSEM. 
T. 24 N., Rh. 11 W. 

Sec. 7, lots 1 thru 5; 8 thru 24; E44 

Mr. Te caticiiaies: Mr. C laine we will request that these maps 
be made a part of the record at the appropriate time, and be repro- 
duced as an exhibit to these hearings. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, as the witness refers in his testi- 
mony to this or that and points to the map, may we have that particu- 
lar area identified with a letter or a number so it will show what he 


is talking about ? 
Mr. Bartierr. The area here is in township 25 north and range 


24 north and 13, 12 and 11 west. 


naps 
spro- 
testi- 
ticu- 
at he 


‘ange 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 9 


Mr. Monrcomery. Well, Mr. Bartlett, for the purpose of ready 
identification, will you note on the appropriate section of the map 
which area represents the base lands in the Wittman exchange, or is 
that already indicated on that map? 

Mr. Barter. It is indicated here. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you tell the committee how it is indicated 7 

Mr. Barrierr. It is marked off in black squares. The legend here 
says exchange No. 011509. 

Mr. Montrcomery. And No. 011509 is the Wittman exchange? 

Mr. Bartierr. Right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Is that sufficient, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Moss. That’s sufficient. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett, how many acres of land were 
involved in the base land or private land which was traded to the 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Bartuerr. 49,571.42 acres. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, where was the land located that Mr. Stegall 
and Mr. Lawrence wanted to acquire in exchange for this land; in 
what county was it located 4 

Mr. Bartierr. In Maricopa County. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. Is that the county in which the city of Phoenix 
is located ? 

Mr. Barrierr. It is. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Approximately how far is the land from the 
city of Phoenix? 

Mr. Barrierr. Approximately 35 miles from the city of Phoenix. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Let the record show that the witness is pointing 
to an area blocked off in red on the map, which indicates the land of 
the Government which was being exchanged for the lands in Mojave 
County. 

How many acres of land were involved in the selected tract ? 

Mr. Barrwerr. 58,635.19 acres. 

Mr. Montcomery. There were 58,000 acres in that tract, for which 
49,000 acres in Mojave County were being exchanged ? 

Mr. Bartuerr. 49,571. 

Mr. Montcomery. Does the area marked in red correspond with the 
legal description of the selected lands which was previously intro- 
duced into the record ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Monteomery. Is that appropriately marked by legend on the 
map, indicating what it is? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Monteomery. Will you read that for the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Bartierr. This area marked in red with the lines through it is 
the selected land in the original application. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Pardon me, Mr. Bartlett, will you repeat that? 
The ones with the red hashmarks is what ? 

Mr. Barrerr. Is the land that was actually exchanged. 

Mr. Montcomery. The land actually exchanged is represented by 
the area in the solid red ? | 


: Mr. Bartterr. In the solid red is land that was originally applied 
or. 
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Mr. Montcomery. In other words, this application originally ap- 
plied for more land than was actually exchanged ? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What happened there, what was the reason for 
that? 

Mr. Bartierr. According to a report by the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement office in Phoenix, they thought the two tracts covered by the 
original application were not equal in value. 

Mr. Montcomery. How did they determine that inequality in 
value ? 

Mr. Bartietrr. They determined that 

Mr. Monrcomery. By appraisal ? 

Mr. Barrierr. By appraisal. 

Mr. Montreomery. Who made that appraisal—the Bureau of Land 
Management ? 

Mr. Barrierr. The Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Monteomery. Do they have official appraisers assigned to do 
these jobs ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Monreomery. They appraised both the lands in Maricopa 
County and in Mohave County / 

Mr. Barrietr. Yes. 

Mr. Monreomery. On the basis of that appraisal it was decided 
there was an inequality in value / 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then what was done? 

Mr. Barrierr. Then they determined that by reducing all these 
lands——— 

Mr. Monteomery. The application was amended / 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Monteomery. On the basis of the amended application, the ex- 
change went through ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Was there a new appraisal on the land after the 
amended application ? 

Mr. Bartierr. There doesn’t appear to be a record of one in the file. 

Mr. Monteomery. Then, Mr. Bartlett, in the transaction which was 
ultimately consummated, how many acres were in the selected lands? 

Mr. Bartierr. 58,635.19. 

Mr. Monteomery. That is the Government land that was being 
given up for the land in Mohave County ? 

Mr. Bartuierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you have occasion to examine the appraisal 
report of the Bureau of Land Management in connection with your 
review of this case ? 

Mr. Barrietr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you tell the committee the date of that ap- 
praisal report, please / 

Mr. Barrierr. March 20, 1958. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How much did they appraise the land for in 
Maricopa County—the selected land ? 

Mr. Bartietr. The original report covered 85,915.15 acres. 

Mr. Monteomery. That’s the original application ? 
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Mr. Bartierr. Yes; 18,000 acres were appraised at $50 an acre: 
14,000 acres were appraised at $15 an acre; and 53,915.15 acres were 
appraised at $1.50. one 

Mr. Mon'reomery. All right, now, on the amended application what 
was the appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. On amended application, still on the selected land, 
or the public lands, they appraised 8,000 acres at $15. ; 

Mr. Montrcomery. In other words, the 18,000 acres that was in- 
cluded in the original application and appraised at $50 an acre was 
eliminated on the amended application. 

Mr. Barrierr. Apparently so. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Proceed. 

Mr. Barrierr. And 50,635.19 acres were appraised at $1.50. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, on the consummated transaction, what was 
the total appraised valuation on the selected lands? I refer to the 
transaction that actually went through for 58,635 acres. 

Mr. Bartierr. It was $195,952.79. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, will you tell the subcommittee what the ap 
praisal was on the base lands in this, the lands in Mohave County / 

Mr. Barrierr. The base lands in Mohave County were apraised ai 
$4an acre. The original application was for 42,211.41 acres, at $4 
anacre. The amended application was for 49,571.48 acres, still at $4 
an acre. 

Mr. Monreomery. In other words, the amended application in 
creased the acreage on the base lands by roughly 6,000 acres? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. But still the record shows that the acreage in 
the Government lands or the selected lands was greater than the 
acreage in the base lands ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, a copy of the Bureau of Land 
Management appraisal report will be entered into the record at the 
appropriate point. 

Mr. Horrman. Is that this sheet ? 

Mr. Montcomery. For the information of Mr. Hoffman, it is a 
complete—— 

Mr. Moss. We will make a reservation in the record at this point, 
without objection, that the full appraisal of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement be made a part of the record at this point. 

Hearing no objections, that reservation is made, and without objec- 
tion, the summary presently before the members of the committee will 
also be included at this point in the record. 

(The appraisal report and the summary follows:) 


54676—60—pt. 1 2 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Arizona Area 2, March 20, 1958. 


APPRAISAL REPORT (STEGAL-LAWRENCE EXCHANGE) 


Land district and serial No.: AR-011509 Amended. 

Name Arthur J. Stegall, Jr., and M. Taylor Lawrence, Jr. 

Subject: Land Exchange (Private). 

Date: May 10, 1956. 

Field examiner: Eugene H. Newell. 

Approved : E. D. RowLanp, 

State Supervisor. 

INTRODUCTION 


The subject report is prepared for the purpose of arriving at the appraised 
values of both the offered and selected lands. The comparative values are go 
obviously unequal that full consideration is not being given to all aspects of 
the application. 

In general, acquisition of the base lands, except for a few isolated parcels, ig 
in the public interest. In the same token, the selected lands are situated in an 
area of considerable activity and are in what has been determined to be a dis- 
posal area. The values and proper method of disposal of various range improve- 
ments affecting the selected lands have not been considered. 

Fair market value, as used in this report, is defined as the highest price ex- 
pressed in terms of money that the land will bring when exposed for sale on the 
open market, with a reasonable time allowed to find a purchaser buying with a 
full knowledge of all the uses and purposes to which it is adapted and for which 
it is capable of being used. 

I. BASE LAND APPRAISAL 


LAND DESCRIPTION 


The lands offered for exchange are as follows: 
T. 24, N., R. 13 W. (All GSRM, Mohave County, Ariz.) 


Sec. 1, lots 1-4, SW144NW44, SUSE, SW. 

Sec. 3, lots 14, SNM, SEY, EXYSWH, NWUYSw. 

Sec. 5, lots 14, SYN, SEY, EXYSWi%, NWSW. 

Sec. 7, lots 1-4, E144W%, NUNEY, SWINE, SEM. 

Sec. 9, all. 

See. 11, all. 

Sec. 15, E44, EXZNW%, SWYUNWYH, SW. 

Sec. 17, WY%ANEMU, SEYNEX, SEY, Wh. 

Sec. 19, Lots 2, 3,4, EW, Es. 

See. 21, all. 

Sec. 27, SWYNE'%, WYSE, SWYSWHK, NYSWHK, NW. 

Sec. 29, Ns, EYSEY, SWYSEY, SW. 

Sec. 31, lots 1-7, E4ZNW%, NEYSWY, NEU, NYSE (all). 

Sec. 33, lots 1-4, N1%4z, NYSEY, NYSW% (all). 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W. 

Sec. 1, lots 14, S%SM%. 

Sec. 7, lots 14, E44W4, E\% (all). 

Sec. 11, all. 

See. 13, all. 

See. 21, NE%, W%SEY, SEYSE, W'% excepting that part of the SANWY 
described as follows: 3eginning in the west line of said sec. 21 at a point 470 
feet south of the northwest corner of said south half of the northwest quarter; 
thence N. 84° 15’ E., 1,600 feet ; thence S. 5° 45’ E., 200 feet ; thence S. 84° 15’ W., 
1,620 feet to the west line of said section; thence north along said west line 201 
feet to the point of beginning. 

See. 23, all. 

Sec. 25, all. 

Sec. 27, all. 

Sec. 29, all. 

See. 31, lots 1, 2, 3,4, E4W%, WY%NEM, SEYUNEYM, SE. 

Sec. 33, all. 

Sec. 35, all. 
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T.95N., R. 13 W. 
Sec. 9, lot 1. 
8. Sec. 17, all. 
Sec. 19, all. 
Sec, 21, lot 1, NW NEW, SYNEY » NW, Si. 
Sec. 27, lots 1, 2, Sw Daca t, NW, § Sie. 
Sec. 29, all. 
Sec. 33, N%4%, EXSEY, SWYSEU, SW. 
Sec. 35, lots 1-3, NW14SE44, S%YSEM%, Wh. 


T. 23 N., R.12 W. 


Sec. 1, lots 1-4, SUNN, 8% (all). 
or. Sec. 3, lots 14, S%4 Pine S14 (all). 
Sec. 5, lots 14, SUNN, S% (all). 
Sec. 7, lots 1-4, EY ow 1%, E% (all). 
rised Sec. 9, E44, NW%4 SW. 
re s0 See: 11, NEYNE MS ,NE\, SE, Ws. 
ts of Sec. 18, W%E%, NW\%, WIASW. 
Sec. 15, NWi4, S! Yo. 
Is, is See. 17, all. 
in an Sec. 19, lots 3, 4, EYNE\, SEY, E“YSW. 
L dis- Sec. 21, all. 
rove- Sec. 23, NEYNEY, SWY4NEY, NW%, N%4SEY, NEYSWY 
Sec. 25, all. 
@ eX: Sec. 27, all. 
m the Sec. 29, all. 
‘ith a Sec. 38, W144NE\Y, SEYNEY, NW, S% 
vhich Sec. 35, N44, N14SE\, SW 4SE%, SW. 


T, 24 N., R. 11 W. 
Sec. 1, lots 1-4, S%48S% 
Sec. 3, lots 1-4, S% 6. 
Sec. 5, lots 14, S aie’ 
Sec. 7, all except those portions thereof included between lines parallel with 

and 100 feet and 200 feet northwesterly and between lines parallel with and 

100 feet and 200 feet southeasterly from the center line of _ main track of 

the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co., as it existed on January 6, 1919; 
Sec. 9, all. 

Sec. 11, all. 

See. 13, all. 

See. 15, all. 

Sec. 17, all. 

Sec. 19, lots 1-8, 10-24, E14. 

Sec. 21, N14, SE. 

Sec. 23, all. 

Sec. 25, E%4, EYZNW%, SWIANWY, SW 
Sec. 27, all. 

Sec. 29, NY, NSE, SWI4ASEX, SW 
Sec. 31, lots 1-24, E% (all). 

See. 33, all. 

See. 35, all. 


T.23 N., R. 11 W. 


Sec. 3, all. 
Total base lands: approximately 42,211.41 acres. 


NW % AREA ANALYSIS 

int 470 

1arter ; The above-described lands are located in Mohave County, Ariz., about 35 
15’ W., miles northeast of Kingman. Kingman, located in the center of Mohave County, 


ine 201 the most northwestern county of Arizona, is both the county seat and the major 


trade and supply center of the entire area. Mohave County, an area of about 
113,000 square miles, has a population estimated at 8,000 of which 6.000 reside 
in or near Kingman. 

Because of Mohave County’s location astride major travel routes and prox- 
imity to notable recreation areas, tourism furnishes a major source of income 
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for many residents. With the decline of mining, cattle ranching remains the 
backbone of the local economy. There is relatively little manufacturing or 
industrial activity. 

SITE ANALYSIS 


The attached map (exhibit A) reveals that the base lands are a portion of 
the “checkerboard” lands originally granted to the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad 
Co. They are in the Crozier allotment, in the northwest portion of the Kingman 
Grazing District, Arizona No. 2. 

The lands are generally accessible by unimproved roads from U.S. Highway 
No. 66 (see map). The terrain varies from level to rolling to moderately rough 
and mountainous. The elevation of the lands is about 3,500 feet. The annual 
precipitation approximates 12 inches. The soil is predominantely a sandy 
loam. 

Several distinct vegetative types are evident, including annuals, perennia] 
grasses, browse, and Pinon-Juniper. In a recent range survey conducted by 
BLM grazing district personnel, the carrying capacity was estimated to be 
7.03 CYL per section. The range is considered to be in fair to good condition, 


silt 


LAND MARKET 


Owing to the severe drought and depressed cattle prices, there was little 
activity in the local land market during the early 1950’s. As recent as 1954, 
rangeland could be acquired at tax sales for as little as 25 cents per acre. The 
Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Co. sold many of their Mohave County holdings 
around 1954 for 75 cents per acre. With amelioration of the drought, the 
market became more active and land values moved upward. 

Interest in these lands as base for land exchanges under section 8 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act provided further stimulus to the market. Suyers, mis- 
understanding the basis for such exchanges, purchased at inflated prices result 
ing in a gross distortion of the local land market. The prices paid bore no 
relation to the use capabilities or productivity of the lands involved. 


HIGHEST AND BEST USE 


The highest and best use of the subject land is for the production of native 
forage for livestock. (The opinion that the land is chiefly valuable for grazing 
purposes is based on consideration of the highest and most profitable continuous 
use to which the property is adapted and needed, or likely to be in demand in the 
reasonably near future. Elements affecting value which depend on events which, 
while in the realm of possibility have not been shown to be reasonably probable, 
have been excluded from consideration. ) 

The lands could best be managed in conjunction with adjacent Federal lands. 
The development and implementation of overall management plans and _ pro- 
gressive range practices would be facilitated. To this extent, acquisition of 
the offered lands would be in the public interest. 


METHOD OF APPRAISAL 


In arriving at a value estimate both the income and market data ‘approaches 
have been utilized. 


Income approach 
1. A recognized technique for the valution of rangelands is based on the 
income from beef turnoff. 


Assuming 350 pounds of beef turnoff per animal unit. 
Assuming 20-cents per pound for calves. 


Gross income. per animal Wilts. 62 -issuust seis casicecerec- $70. 00 
Current expense (a proportionate breakdown in cost of oper ration) _ _ 31.00 
For investment and management__________________ eee er al : 38. 50 
Total investment ($38.50 capitalized @ 5.5 percent) __.__-__~ wad _. 700. 00 
Investment in chattels (51 percent)__--_--_-______---_- iuercise Ge 
Investment in land (sustainable if all grazing land is ow ned) ___- 343. 00 


Using $343 es investment in land per cow unit, the grazing value per acre 
is $343-+640 acres. or $0.536 per acre per CYL. As the carrying capacity of the 
subject land has been estimated to be 7.05 CYL, the per acre value under this 
formula would be $0.536 x 7.05, or $3.78 per acre. 
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29. The commercial pasture rates for the Kingman area, according to BLM 
information of record, has averaged about $1.50 per animal unit month during 
the last 2 or 3 years. 

$1.50 X 12=—$18 per year per animal unit. 
$18 capitalized @ 5.5 percent=$326 per animal unit. 
$326--640 acres=$0.508 per CYL per acre. 

The indicated value of the subject land by this procedure is $.508 7.05 CYL, 
or $3.58 per acre. 

3. A general rule of thumb is that the price paid for a cow home should ap- 
proximate the value of a cow, and under no circumstances should exceed twice 
the value of a cow. According to current market reports, a good grade Hereford 
cow is worth about $160. 

$160 x 2=$320. 
$320--640 acres=$0.50 per acre per CYL. 
$0.50 * 7.05 CY L=$3.53 per acre. 


Market data approach 


1. During 1957 there were six ranch sales in the Kingman Grazing District 
for which the district office has reliable information on actual prices received. 
The data on these sales are summarized below : 


Number Carrying Invest- 
Total of sec Cost per Cost per | capacity tly a F ment Cost/ 
Name price tions in section vere mC rT i SEC pn ow rs 
volved 1+2 3 +640 5+2 home 6) 
1+5 
2 3 4 f 7 ~ 
Walsh $150, 000 75 $2, O00 $3. 13 169 6. 25 $320 $0. 50 
Cook 210, 000 258 S14 1.27 1, 032 4 203 32 
Menefee 237, 000 131 1, 809 2. 83 897 6. 75 264 42 
Bland 158, 000 15Y W43 1. 55 268 1.7 584 91 
Spalding 60, 000 150 100) 63 308 2.7 151 23 
Pierce 74, 000 70 1, O57 1. 65 288 4.1 257 40) 
Total 8&9, 000 843 1,178 1. 65 3, 350 1 265 42 


The above sales include both land and improvements. Improvements on the 
above ranches are felt to represent about 10 percent of the total value. 

The Walsh and Menefee properties are more comparable with the lands being 
appraised, as to carrying capacity, etc., than the other ranches involved. The 
value of the subject lands, based on these sales, is estimated to be $3 per acre. 

Note that using $0.46 per acre per CYL, which is derived from data from the 
Walsh and Menefee sales, results in a valuation of $3.24 per acre for the subject 
lands. 

The investment per cow home on the Walsh and Menefee properties is about 
$292. When applied to the subject lands, the resultant valuation approximates 
$3.21 per acre. 

These latter two figures correlate closely with the estimates previously derived 
from the income approach. 


2. Table No. 1 (exhibit B) attached, presents data on some private exchanges 


of record recently consummated by BLM. The fact that transfers of Mohave 
County lands have been accomplished at appraised values of $2 to $3.50 per acre 
is noteworthy. 


3. Recent sales in the area are listed in table No. 2, (exhibit C), attached. 
Six of the seven sales fall within a range of $5 to $6 per acre. Sale No. 1 at $5. 
per acre involves lands adjacent to the subject lands. The two most recent 
sales were consummated at $5.50 and $6 per acre, the latter being the latest 
sale obtained. 

As previously noted, much of the recent land activity in Mohave County is 
predicated on the assumption that these lands may be exchanged for public lands 
more favorably situated with respect to population centers. Some buyers are 
known to have purchased these lands with the belief that they would be ex- 
changed for public lands on an acre for acre basis irrespective of relative values. 
Others recognized that the exchanges would necessarily be on an equal value 


basis but felt that by bidding up the price of the Mohave County lands they 
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thereby established the current fair market value of such lands and accordingly 
could command an equivalent value of selected public lands. 

Inspection of the records of these sales reveals that the ranchers, in Selling 
their deeded lands to the exchange proponents, retained all lands with water 
and also, in many instances, retained grazing rights on the lands sold. There. 
fore, the ranchers retained the base property necessary for Federal range priy- 
ileges. Thus, upon acquisition of the offered lands by the Government pur- 
suant to these exchanges, the lands so acquired will be included within the 
allotments of the former owners. Consummation of these exchanges will result 
in little, if any, modification of present use patterns. The principal effect of 
these sales is to reduce the proportion of deeded land in the ranch units. 

In view of the above, it is questionable whether such sales may be regarded 
as meeting the test of fair market value transactions. 

4. Among the documents submitted by the applicant is an affidavit of the 
former owner that states he granted the present owners an option on the ranch 
property, of which the subject lands are a part, for $600,000. This includes al] 
improvements and State and Federal grazing leases and permits. The acreage 
involved was about 117,000 acres. This represents a value of about $5.10 per 
acre. Allowing 10 percent for improvements, the value approximates $4.60 
per acre. 

The record reveals that the ranch property, of which the subject lands are 
a part, will carry about 2,000 head. At $292 per cow home, the total invest- 
ment would approximate $584,000, or $5 per acre, for the 117,000 acres involved. 

It should be observed that the above values are associated with the ranch as 
a whole, as an operating unit, or as an income-producing property. The lands 
offered in exchange, however, are only a portion of the ranch and their utility 
is dependent upon the availability of water. The lands with water are neces- 
sarily not a part of this exchange. Much of the ranch’s value must be at- 
tached to the lands with water. Thus, the lands offered in exchange are some- 
what less valuable than the per acre value indicated above. 


CORRELATION AND FINAL ESTIMATE OF VALUE 


The income approach to value suggests a valuation for the subject lands of 
$3.50 to $4 per acre. This correlates closely with much of the market data 
obtained. Recent private ranch sales and land exchanges consummated by the 
Bureau, indicates a value for the subject lands of $3 to $3.75 per acre. Other 
recent private sales of similar lands in the area, including the purchase option 
on the subject lands, suggest a value of about $4.50 per acre. For reasons noted, 
a modest downward adjustment of these sales is justified. The preponderance 
of evidence supports a valuation of $4 per acre. 

The subject lands are accordingly appraised at $4 per acre. The total fair 
market value of the 42,211.41 acres of private land embraced in the proposed 
exchange as of February 1958 is $169,845.64. 


II. SeLecteD LAND APPRAISAL 


LAND DESCRIPTION 
The lands selected for exchange are as follows: 
T.6N., R. 4 W. 
Sec. 31, E14, E44 W%, lots 1-4 (all). 
Sec. 33, all. 
T.6N.,R.5 W. 
Sec. 25, all. 
Sec. 36, all. 
T.5N., R.4 W. 


Sec. 3, lots 1, 2, S4NE%, SB% (EE). 

Sec. 4, lots 1, 2, 3,4, S44NB%, SANWK, SW. 

Sec. 5, lots 14, SYNE, SUNWH, 8% (all). 

Sec. 6, lots 1-7, S44NE4, SEANWH, EXYSWY, SEY (all). 


~ 
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T.5N.,R. 4 W. 


nely Sec. 7, lots 1-4, E4ZWis, E% (All). 

llin Sec. 8, all. 

ater, ey ee 1E%4, SEYNE! SE4, NEYSEY 
here. Sec. 10, ey lamba SE ‘4ANE 4, Va $ E1 aN TL 7g OTL 4. 
priy- Sec. 15, BE’. 

Sec. 17, all. 
om. Sec. 18, lots 1-4, E4W%, E% (all). 
1 the Sec. 19, lots 1-4, E44W, E% (all). 
eoult Sec. 20, all. 
oe Sec. 22, all. 

sec. 27, all. 
irded Bee, 28" Ep. 

f the Sec. 29, all. ’ 

Sec. 30, lots 1-4, E4 Ws, E\™% (all). 
ranch Sec. 31, lots 1-4, E14 W14, E% (all). 
es all Sec. 38, NE4%, E%SE%, NYNW%SEY, SEYNWYSEY, NY~SWYSEY 
5a S44NW SW ¥4 SE ¥4,, NEYSWYSE\, SYSWYSEY 

er 
$4.60 See. 34, all. 
T.5N.,R. 4 W. 

is are See. i, lots 1-4, SAN%, S\% (all). 
nvest- See. 3, lots 1—4, Sl, ONY, 6, S% (all). 
olved. Sec. 4 lots 1-4, SUNK, 8% (all). 
ich as See. 5, lots 1-4, SIN, S% (all). 
lands Sec. 7, lots 1-4, E,W, E'% (all). 
utility Sec. 8, all. 

neces- Sec. 9, all. 

be at- Sec. 10, all. 

some- Sec. 11, all. 

Sec. 12, all. 

Sec. 13, all. 

Sec. 14, all. 
nds of See. 15, all. 

t data Sec. 16, all. 
by the Sec. 17, all. 4 
Other Sec. 18, lots 1-4, E44W%, E% (all). 
option Sec. 19, lots 1—4, E¥ WwW li, ,B1 ‘y (all). 
noted. Sec. 
ie Sec. 21, all. 
Brier Sec. 22, all. 
al fair Sec. 23, all. 
oposed zee “4, all. 

See. 25, all. 

Sec. 26, all. 

Sec. 27, all. 

Sec. 28, all. 

Sec. 29, all. 

Sec. 30, lots 1-4, E1 , E% (all). 

Sec. 31, lots 1-4, E! ,E 1, (all). 

See. 33, all. 


a 
34, all. 
Sec. 35, all. 
T.4N.,R. 4 W. 
Sec. 4, lots 3,4, SUNW! 4, SW% (Wis) 
Sec. 7. lots 1-4, E 4 b5W%, EW (all). 
Sec. 8, SW. 
Sec. 9, -— 
Sec. 16, W1%ZE%, W% 
Sec. 17, ood 
Sec. 18, lots 1-4, E4W™%, E\ (all). 
Sec. 19, E%4. 
Sec. 20, all. 
Sec. 29, Wi. 
Sec. 30, lots 3, 4, E48SW%, SEYNW, EB. 
Sec. 31, lots 1-4, E%4W*, E% (all). 
Sec. 32, Wi. 








1S 


e 
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LN. R.5 W. 
Sec. 1, lots 1-4, S4N, S% (all). 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 5. 
Sec. 6, 


Sec. 
Sec. 
See. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sos 
14, 
os 15, 
ty 
18, 
19; 
Sec. 


Sex 


sec. 


Sec 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sex 


aw 


9 


» 
o, 


4, 


lots 1 
lots 1 


SIN, 8% (all). 
SUN, s% (all). 

lots 1-4, SKN, 8% (all). 

lots 1-7, SEYAZNW44, S'ANEY,, EYSWY, SE (all) 
lots 14, E4YWh, E% (all). 

all. 


a> > 


, all. 


10, all. 
11, all. 
12, all. 


all. 
all. 
all. 
all. 
lots 1-4, E4W%, E% 
lots 14, E4wh, E% 


(all). 
(all). 


20, all. 


Sec. 21, all. 
Sec. 22, all. 


sec 
sec 
sec 
see 


See. 
See. 
», 29, all. 


sec 


», 20, 
ak, 


25 


all. 
all. 
SEYSEY, WIANEYU, Wh. 


. 26, all. 


O77 


mf, 


YR 


all. 
, all. 


Sec. 30, lots 1-4, E144W4, E% (all) 
Sec. 31, lots 1-4, E44W%, E% (all) 
Sec. 32, all. 
Sec. 34, all. 
Sec. 35, all. 


Sec 
Sec 
sec 


Sec. 


see 


oN 


Sec. 1, 
Sec. 2 
See. 3 
Sec, 4, 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. { 
sec. 


Sec 
Sec 
Sec 


See. 


Sec 


Sec. 
sec. 


Sec 


BN. 


R.6W 


o-~ 


», 26, all. 

*, 27, EA. 

34, EA. 
> 


, all. 


. ou, Bll. 


=] 


, lots 1-4, E4W'4 
, lots 1-4, F44W1, 


~ 


.R.4W. 


all. 
ELEM. 


, all. 


all. 
all. 
1% (all). 
(all). 


pad bene 
a 


te 


all. 
all. 


10, all. 


£2 all. 
. 12, all. 


» 18, all. 
14, all. 
°, 15, all. 
16, all. 
17, all. 
*. 18, lots 1-4, E44W14, E% (all). 


a ee 
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T.3N.,R.5 W. 
Sec. 2, lots 1-4, SYAN%, 8% (all). 
Sec. 3, lots 1-4, SAN, 8% (all). 
Sec. 4, lots 1-4, S44N14, 8% (all). 
Sec. 5, lots 1-4, S14AN%, 8% (all). 
Sec. 6, lots 1-7, SEYZNW%4, SANEYWY, EYSW, SE (all). 
Sec. 7, lots 1-4, EAW, E% (all). 
Sec. 8, all. 
See. 9, all. 
Sec. 10, all. 
See. 11, W%. 
Sec. 12, E4. 
See. 13, all. 
Sec. 14, N4%4,8SW4,EX%“SE\. 
See. 15, all. 
Sec. 16, all. 
Sec. 23, EX NEY, WIANW. 
Sec. 24, NW%4,NW4NEX. 
T.3N., R. 6 W. 
Sec. 1, lots 1-4, S144N%4, 8% (all). 
Sec. 2, lots 14, SY%AN%, 8% (all). 
Sec. 3, lots 1-4, S44N%4, S\% (all). 
See. 12, all. 
Total selected lands : 85,915.15 acres. 


AREA ANALYSIS 


The above-described lands are located in Maricopa County about 5 to 10 
miles southwest of Wittman, Ariz., and about 35 miles northwest of Phoenix. 

Most of Arizona’s spectacular population and economic growth in recent years 
has centered in this general area. The population of the State is estimated to 
have increased from 915,000 at yearend 1953 to 1,150,000 at the end of 1957. 
Of the total increase of 235,000, Maricopa County accounted for 130,000 or 
over 55 percent of the State’s total. It has been estimated that Maricopa County 
will have a population of over 1 million within the next 5 years. This would be 
almost double the present population. 

The dynamic character of the economy of Maricopa County may be illustrated 
by the fact that of the $989,788,750 of construction work undertaken in Ari- 
zona during the 5 fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, $607,746,540 was in Mari- 
copa County. This represents 61 percent of the total for the State. 

Manufacturing employment in the county has risen sharply in recent years 
Nonagricultural and salaried employment, wholesale and retail trade, and finance, 
insurance, and real estate establishments have also shown striking increases re- 
flecting the growth of Phoenix as the industrial, trade, and financial center of 
Arizona. 

Growth of manufacturing has of necessity been in those firms whose products 
have low freight costs per unit because of the distance from major markets 
Arizona firms also have had to produce products which did not require large 
amounts of process water. Aircraft, electronics, and related industries char- 
acterize the types of firms which meet these requirements. Within the past 8 
years, 400 manufacturers have located in the State of Arizona. 

It is anticipated that manufacturing will increase in importance as a factor 
in the local economy. A corollary of this situation is that the demand for com- 
mercial and industrial sites and land for residential purposes will similarly in- 
crease. Land with potential for such development will command a premium. 


SITE ANALYSIS 


The subject lands are located in the Maricopa grazing district, Arizona No. 3, 
5 to 10 miles southwest of U.S. Highways Nos. 60, 70, and 89. The Santa Fe 
Railroad parallels the highway. Unimproved roads provide access to much 
of the area. The lands are astride the Hassayampa River with the bulk of the 
lands lying to the west of the River. The topography varies from level to slop- 


ing, to gently rolling and rough. A large part of the area is susceptible of culti- 
vation. 
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The soils for such lands are not a limiting factor as far as agricultural de. 
velopment is concerned. 

The sandy silt loam soils support a sparse vegetative cover of desert shrubs 
cacti, mesquite, annual grasses, and weeds. The district office has no recent 
range survey data on those lands but the licensed use for many years has been 
2.7 CYL per section. 

The ground water is of suitable quality for domestic purposes. The supply 
is probably adequate for commercial and industrial development for enterprises 
with low water requirements. Data presently available gives no assurance that 
there is sufficient water for irrigation development. 

The area classification report attached as appendix 1 contains more detailed 
information on the resources of the subject lands and the prospects for agri. 
cultural development. 

Utilities necessary for industrial, commercial, or residential use could be pro. 
vided at the site at relatively low cost. 


LAND MARKET 


The local real estate market is very active. The volume of transfers is high 
and the trend in values is upward. Speculation as to possible industrial de. 
velopment along the highway and railroad at Wittman has stimulated interest 
in lands in this immediate area. The prospect that industrial and commercial] 
development will make attendant demands (for housing) on adjacent lands has 
enlarged the area of interest to include !ands quite removed from the highway 
and railroad. Although the current market is in a large measure speculative, 
the proximity of a major center such as Phoenix tends to support such optimism 
and is the basis for much of this activity. All realtors contacted acknowledged 
that demand for lands in this area is running high 


HIGHEST AND BEST USE 


Those lands located between the Hassayampa River and the highway and 
certain lands west of the river near Morristown, are chiefly valuable for indus. 
trial, commercial and residential development. This area approximates 18,000 
acres. 

In general terms the south two-thirds of T. 5 N., R. 5 W., is susceptible of 
agricultural development. The area marginal for agriculture embraces about 
14,000 acres. 

The remaining lands, about 54,000 acres, possess some utility for homesites, 
The existence of several pending small tract applications to some extent sup- 
ports this view. It is felt, however, that in the immediate future the highest 
and best use of these lands is for the production of native forage for livestock. 
The social and economic cost of development of these lands for residential pur- 
poses is such that utilization of the land for these purposes is not justifiable at 
the present time. 

METHOD OF APPRIASAL 


In view of characteristics of the current local real estate market and the 
uses to which the lands are adapted, it is felt that the comparative approach is 
the most reliable technique by which to arrive at a value estimate. All other 
evidences of value, however, are considered. The income approach is used as a 
check on values when applicable. 


COMPARATIVE APPROACH 


Recent private sales of comparable lands in the immediate vicinity are listed 
in table No. 1 (exhibit D), attached. 

A cursory inspection of the sales data reveals that the land values in this area 
do not form a consistent, well defined pattern. This characteristic reflects the 
speculative nature of the market. Local realtors confirmed this view when inter- 
viewed by local BLM personnel. Apparently the demand for these lands is re- 
maining high even at continually increasing prices. 

Lots of 10 acres in size, located along the unimproved road south of Wittman, 
sold at $800 per acre. Inside lots (lots which have no frontage on the road) 
have sold at $200 per acre. New access roads are being provided so that addi- 
tional acreage may be offered for sale in parcels of 5 and 10 acres. One realtor 
expressed the opinion that he could readily obtain buyers for the selected land 
at $300 per acre provided access roads were constructed. 
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The terrain and soil are such that access roads for the subject lands could 
be developed at low cost. 

In analyzing the data on 17 sales it was noted that only 5 were consummated 
at less than $40 per acre. Of these, four were 1955 sales. Sale prices during 1956 
and 1957 were substantially higher, averaging about $60-$65 per acre. The 
lands included in these sales are situated a few miles closer to the highway, 
railroad, and Wittman than the subject lands and also enjoy somewhat better 
access. Upon adjusting for these factors, the indicated value of the nearby subject 
lands approximates $50 per acre. 

Sales Nos. 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 13, and 17 embrace lands which are comparable with 
the selected lands as to access as well as physical characteristics. The average 
sale price was about $57 per acre. When adjusted for their proximity to Witt- 
man, these sales also indicate a value for certain of the selected lands of about 
$50 per acre. 

This estimate of value is applicable only to those portions of the selected land 
susceptible of development in the immediate or near future for industrial, com- 
mercial or residential purposes. As the highway and existing communities will 
be the primary locational factor in the initial development of this area, the value 
of the selected lands declines rapidly as the distance from the highway increases. 

The value estimate of the more remotely situated public lands is based on 
their highest and best use under present conditions. As previously indicated, 
certain of the lands are susceptible of agricultural development. Sale No. 18 
is the most comparable sale in this respect. The evidence of an adequate water 
supply is not as conclusive on the subject land as it is on the land included 
in this sale. The topography of the selected lands. however, is more favorable 
for development. On the basis primarily of water supply, the value of the 
selected land marginal for agriculture is estimated to be more nearly $15 per 
acre. 

The remaining subject lands have been deemed chiefly valuable for the pro- 
duction of native forage for livestock. sased on market data, and income 
analysis, as evaluated in the appraisal of the base lands for this proposed ex- 
change, and in consideration of all other pertinent factors, the indicated value 
of those lands is $1.50 per acre. 

CONCLUSION 


Based on the foregoing, the public lands selected in this application for ex- 
change are appraised as follows: 


18,000 acres at $50.00 per acre_____--__-__ 5 iad _ $900, 000. 00 
14,000 acres at $15.00 per acre__- b : 210, 000. 00 
53,915.15 acres at 1.50 per acre__- eGuide mae 80, S72. 73 

85,915.15 acres, total appraised value ; es 1, 190, 872. 73 


The value of the base lands amounts to $168,845.64, while the selected lands 
are valued at $1,190,872.73. This represents a difference of $1,022,027.09 adverse 
to the Government. 

EUGENE H. NEWELL, 
Lands and Minerals Officer. 
I concur: 
Concurrence of Acting Manager obtained by telephone. 


Classification 


Nonmineral in character. Not required for retention in Federal ownership. 
Proper for disposal by private exchange but not in accordance with the subject 
application due to inequality of values. 


E. IT. ROWLAND, 
State Supervisor. 
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(Exuisir A—Map showing location of base land is retained in the subcommitt, 
files. ) 


ae 


EXHIBIT B 


TABLE No. 1.—Private exchange applications consummated 





Base lands Selected lands 
No. Total ap- | Appraised Total ap- | Appraiseq 
County Acreage praised value per County Acreage praised value per 
value acre value acre 
1 | Mohave--- 640 | $1, 280.00 $2.00 | Pinal-_--_- 320. 00 $960. 00 $3.00 
2 _do ‘ 640 1, 280. 00 2.00 _..do-. $26. 29 571.00 1.75 
3 tO B eid sie 400 1, 000. 00 2. 50 ...do 402. 86 909. 43 2. 25 
Cae oc A aka 1, 920. 56 3, 841. 12 2.00 | Pima.. 289. 54 2, 258. 41 7 a 
5 __.do 5, 793. 20 20, 277. 00 3.50 | Pinal 1, 360. 00 20, 240. 00 14. & 
6 _..do ..| 31,969.77 89, 333. 78 2.80 | Maricopa - 2, 840.04 88, 201. 40 31.00 
)XHIBIT C 
TABLE No. 2.—Comparable sale data 
— = ks oo - a i 
Sale | | Purchase 
No. Date Location and grantor-grantee Acreage | price per Docket Page 
| acre 
1} July 3,1956 | T.23N., R.13 W., sees. 9, 13, 17—South 
western Realty Co. to H. D. Mollo 
han 1, 560 $5. 00 87 
2! June 7,1957 | T. 24 .N., R. 16 W., sec. 14; W4—Ruby 
M. Sedlock to Leonard Neal 320 6. 00 R8 77 
3 | May 31,1956 | T.24.N., R. 18 W., sec. 9: T. 25. N.,R. 18 i 
W., sec. 33—Bonelli to Lane Title & 
l'rust O60 6.00 R5-8O 
{ Oct 10. 1956 T. BN., R. 19 W., secs. 25. 27, 35 
Wooten & Wooten to Southwestern 
Realty Co 800 10. 00 R6-67 
5 | Sept. 17,1956 | T.24N., R. 19 W., sec. 1; T. 25 N., R. 18 
W., sec. 31: T. 23 N., R. 19 W.., sec. 17: 
T. 24 N., R. 18 W., see. 5, 7--Bonelli 
to Morgan 6, 092 5.00 RS 355 
6 do T. 23 N., R. 19 W., sees. 3, 11—Bonelli 
Cattle Co., to David Morgan 1, 200 5. 00 85 358 
7 Fet 5, 1957 r. 21 N., R. 2 W.., secs. 15, 17, 23, 25, 27, 


31, 33, 35—Landon & Landon to Jo- 
Dik Land Co 4, 000 5. 50 77616 
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ttee ExHIBIT D 
TABLE No. 1.—Data on private land sales 
Pur- 
No Date Location and grantor-grantee Acreage| chase | Docket and 
i. price page 
per acre 
1} Nov. 8,1955 | T.4N., R. 3 W., sec. 22. L. W. Drake to Amos 220 | $31.00 1780-450 
raised Pasqualette 
€ per 2| Nov. 15,1955 | T. 4 N., R. 3 W., sec. 22. W. W. Clark to B. S. 40 | 37.50 1786-321 
re Pasqualetti 
Sie 3 | Nov. 16,1955 | T.4N., R.3 W., sec.8. W.T. Lay to W. E. Bright- 40 37. 50 1779-546 
4| Nov. 29,1955 | T.4.N., R.3 W., sec. 21. W. L. Doherty to W. R. 400 | 35.00 1786-268 
$3.00 McKingpey 
1.75 5 | Mar. 19,1956 | T.5N.,R.3W. R.G. Langmade to George Silver 140 | 60.00 1894-456 
2.25 6| Apr. 2,1956 | T.5N., R. 3 W., sec. 34. S. W. Langmade to M. 40 75. 00 1942-369 
7.80 Menacker 
14. 88 7| Apr. 16,1956 | T.4N., R. 3 W., sec. 13, 24. Karam-Elias Inv. Co. 880 60. 00 1882-19 
31.00 to Victoria Dunes, Inc. 
: 8| June 8,1956 | T.4N., R. 23 W., sec. 14; T.5 N., R. 23 W., sec. 31. 1,279 | 100.00 1926-230 
Rubenstein to Phoenix T. & T. 
9 | July 23,1956 | T. 5 N., R. 3 W., sec. 22. Geo. Gibson to Pioneer 
Inv. Co te ee ee s ‘ 40 | 100.00 1968-222 
BP laa cdecacqcese T.4N., R. 3 W., seas. 5, 8, 14, 17; T. 4 N., BR. 4 W., 
sec. 23. J. A. Narramore to Bonari & Hitzel 
($52,000; $15,600 down, $9,100 a year, at 5 percent)_- GSO) 53. 00 2000-467 
os 11! Oct. 1,1956 | T.5 N., R. 3 W., sec. 33. Wallace-Howell to J. B. 
Rhodes et al aa . : amine ‘ 220 60. 00 2021-49 
Page 12| Oct. 2,1956 | T.4N., R.3 W., sec. 24, 25; T.4.N., R. 2 W,, sec. 19-- 315 | 45.00 2022-77 
; 13| Oct. 5,1956 | T.5 N., R. 3 W., sec. 22. Cledus Allen to Lois V. 
Nelson sca ae : , 50 40. 00 2011-190 
14 | Nov. 29,1956 | T. 4 N., R. 3 W., sec. 5. Max T. Foster to J. B. 
Rhodes satin 140 80. 00 2048-192 
15| Mar. 1,1957 | T. 6 N., R. 4 W., sec. 26. Harvey Davis to Irma 
Killough (50 percent down) . eee a ee 80 37.50 2198-57 
16| Apr. 15,1957 | T. 5 N., R. 3 W., sec. 29. Geo. Silver to Clara 
_ Hendricks ii aka 80 50.00 2185-222 
a 17| Apr. 1,1957 | T. 5 N., R. 3 W., sec. 17. R. Custrell to W. L. 
Compton et al sonar etpllccpitiatioe wemcetneanek pide i 40 | 100.00 2220-248 
18| Apr. 1,1957 | T. 2 N., BR. 5 W., sec. 20. United States to A. E. 
Dorschler et al. High bid $20.10 per acre. -Sold 
at 3 times appraised value) -...............-..-.- . 320 6.00 | AR-015404 
ExHIBIT E 
000 ° 
TABLE No. 2.—Value of public lands as indicated by sale data 
g 
Adjustment in percent for indicated value, public | 
Purchase land | Adjusted 
<a No.! Date Acreage Ee Re ek oe a — os value 3 
(per | | (per 
acre) Aceess Remote- | Finane- | Market | Total acre) 
ness ing | trend 
1} Nov. 8, 1955 220 | 0 —20 | —10 +50 +20 | $37. 20 
2'| ‘Nov. 15, 1955 40 0 —20 | —10 | +50} +20 | 45. 00 
3 | Nov. 16, 1955 40 —5 —20 | —10 +50 | +15 42. 35 
4 | Nov. 29, 1955 | 400 0 —20 —10 +50 +20 42. 00 
5 | Mar. 19, 1956 | 140 —10 | —20 | —10 +25 | —15 51. 00 
6| Apr. 2, 1956 40 0 —20 —10 +25 | —5 71. 25 
7| Apr. 16, 1956 880 —10 —20 ~10 4+25| —15 51. 00 
8 | June 8, 1956 1,279 —10 —20 —10 | +15 | —25 75. 00 
9 | July 23, 1956 40) 100. 00 | 0 —20 —10 +15 —15 85. 00 
eed. ‘ ie 980 53. 00 | —10 —20 | —10 +15 —25 39. 75 
11} Oct. 1, 1956 220 60. 00 —10 —20 —10 +10 —30 | 42. 00 
12 | Oct. 2,1956 315 45.00 | —10 —20 —10 +10 — 30 31. 50 
13 | Oct. 5, 1956 50 50. 00 0 | — 20 —10 +10 | —20) 32. 00 
14 | Nov. 29, 1956 140 80. 00 | —10 —20 —10 | +10 —30 56. 00 
15 | Mar. 1,1957 SO 37. 50 —5 —20 | —10 +5 —30 26. 25 
16 | Apr. 15, 1957 80 50. 00 —10 —20 —10 +5 —35 32. 50 
17 | Apr. 31, 1957 40 100. 00 0 —20 | —10 +5 —25 75. 00 


! Refer to attached map for location of properties. 


? Average: 53.03. 
3 Average: 40.10. 








24 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Summary 


ARIZONA PRIVATE EXCHANGE CASE No. 011509 (STEGALL-LAWRENCE ExcCHAngr) 
BRIEF OF FACTS AND EVIDENCE TO BE PRESENTED 


Applicant: Arthur J. Stegall, Jr., and Taylor Lawrence, Jr., both of Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Date of application: Original application filed on May 10, 1956. Amendeg 
application filed on April 16, 1958. 

The selected land (land owned by the Government which was selected by the 
applicant for the exchange) is located in Marisopa County near the city of 
Phoenix. The base land (land owned by the applicant which he desires to ex- 
change for the Government land selected) is located in Mohave County in open 
desert country, many miles distant from any metropolitan area. The average 
and BLM appraised value of both base and selected lands are shown in the 
following tabulation : 

Original application 


Acres Rate per acre Total 
{ 18, 000. 00 $50. OO | $900, 000. 00 
Selected lands 14, 000, 00 15.00 | 210. 000. 00 
| 53 915.15 150) 80. 872. 73 
| | 
Total 85, 915.15 1, 190, 872. 73 
Base land | 42, 211. 41 4.00 168, 845. 64 
Difference __- 43, 703. 74 1, 022, 027. 09 


The original application was rejected by the BLM land office manager in 
Phoenix on March 20, 1958, because the Government land selected exceeded the 
value of the private land offered. 


Amended application 


Acres Rate per acre Total 
: if 8, 000. 00 $15, 00 $120, 000. 00 
Selected lands . -=--2-------/]} 50, 635. 19 1. 50 75, 952.79 
Total 58, 635. 19 195, 952. 79 
Base lands_.. + 49, 571. 43 4. 00 198, 285. 72 
Total____- eve ; ; enewes 9, 063. 76 | ° 2, 332, 93 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Montgomery, will you proceed / 

Mr. Monvcomery. Mr. Bartlett, in your examination of the official 
records you found that 58,635 acres of Government lands in Maricopa 
County was appraised at a total value of $195,952.79, or for the most 
part at $1.50 an acre; for 49,571 acres of land in Mohave County at 
$4 an acre, or $198,285.72, is that correct ? 

Mr. Bartierr. This is correct. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Although the records show that there was a 
slight inequality of value, in that the Government lands were of slight- 
ly less value in this case than the private lands being exchanged, the 
exchange transaction was consummated and eventually a patent was 
issued to Mr. Stegall and Mr. Lawrence, is that right / 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, will you tell the committee what you did 
in the way of obtaining evidence of values on these two tracts of land? 
First we will start with the selected lands in Maricopa County. 


W 
ql 


Or 


of 


al 





iE) 


nix, 
ded 


the 
y of 
ex- 
ypen 
rage 
the 


000. 00 
000. 00 
872. 73 
, 872. 73 
845. 64 
027. 09 
er in 
“1 the 


otal 


20, 000. 00 
75, 952. 79 


95, 952. 79 


8, 285. 72 


2, 932 es 


official 
ricopa 
e most 
inty at 


was a 
slight- 
ec, the 
nt was 


rou did 


f land? 








LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 25 


Mr. Barrierr. I checked sales in Maricopa County and I have a 
se hedule here of the information I acquired from the county records. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you read some of the transactions from the 
schedule and we will request introduction of the schedule into the 
record later, but now read into the record some of the sales that you 
located. 

Mr. Barrierr. Some of the sales—shall I give the dates shown 
here ‘ 

In April 1956, 320 acres were sold for $12.50 an acre: in 1958, 30 
acres were sold for- 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, these sales you are reciting, will 
vou locate the land involved on the map in relation to the selected 
jands in this case ? 

Mr. Bartierr. In township 3 north, range 6 west, right in here 
[indicating] there was a sale of 820 acres which sold for $12.50 

Mr. Monrcomery. What was the date of that again / 

Mr. Bartierr. That was in April 1956. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Let the record show that the witness indicated 
a tract of land approximately how far, Mr. Bartlett, from the selected 
lands ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, may we have the base lands, both 
places, as I understand on the map there, there are two areas, marked 
No. 1. and the selected lands over there No. 2. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, we will. First let’s deal with the selected lands. 
We are discussing those on the dark-colored map, is that correct? 
Map No. 2, that is the selected lands, is that correct 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s first, then, have the identification of transactions in 
connection with the area of the selected lands, and then we will go 
to the transactions in connection with the area of the base lands on 
map No. 1 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, and Mr. Chairman, the selected lands we might 
call Government lands, is that right. 

Mr. Moss. Those are Government lands, right. 

Mr. Horrman. And the base lands are privately owned ? 

Mr. Moss. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, I just want to understand this, and 
what the witness is talking about now is a subsequent sale, or subse- 
quent sales of the Government. lands? 

Mr. Montcomrey. No, these are—— 

Mr. Moss. These are sales in the area where the Government land 
or the selected land was located. 

Mr. Horrman. And which the Government 

Mr. Moss. No, the Government was not nec essarily a party to any 
of these sales. It is merely within the same area in order to have 
acomparison of values. 

You may continue, Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Bartierr. All right. In April 1956 there was a sale of 320 
acres at the rate of $12.50 an acre in T. 3 N., R.6 W. The area is 
located here [indicating map]. It is approximately 2 or 3 miles away, 

perhaps 4 miles from the public lands. That was in section 27. 
In May 1956 over 6,000 acres were sold for $56. 
Voice in Auptence. What year? 
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Mr. Moss. Just a moment. I am going to have to request, in order 
to hold the hearings tightly, if anyone in the audience wishes to make 
any comment or direct. any inquiry, they must seek the opportunity 
to address their inquiry to the Chair. 

Voice In Auprence. I am not making a comment; I just wanted 
to know what year. 

Mr. Moss. I know, but we can’t have everyone in the audience just 
willy-nilly asking questions. It is in the interest of order 
must address any inquiry tothe chairman. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Is there any way, Mr. Bartlett, that we can get 
the microphone closer to the board so the audience can hear? 

Mr. Moss. Now, I want to make it very clear that the committee js 
interested in making it possible for you to hear. However, it is not 
the primary purpose of the committee to inform you, but rather to 
inform itself. It may not be possible at all times to have the wit- 
nesses in a position where they can be heard by everyone, and we are 
just going to have to ask your indulgence. 

Now. Mr. Bartlett, let’s start by following the format of the memo- 
randums before the members of the committee. Identify the property 
by seller, buyer, date, docket number, the amount of revenue stamps, 
the sale price, and the rate per acre, then the description, and in that 
way there will be no confusion. 

Mr. Bartierr. Mr. T. D. McLendon and wife sold 320 acres to 
Mary Noack in April of 1956 at $12.50 an acre. Internal revenue 
stamps on the deed are shown to total $4.40. The sale price was, ac- 
cordingly $4,000. This transaction was in T. 3 N., R. 6 W., the west 
half of sec. 27. 

Morris D. Brown sold to Arizona Title Guarantee & Trust Co. in 
May 1956 approxim: ately 6,000 acres at $56 an acre. Internal revenue 
stamps total $337.30. Accordingly, the sale price was approximately 
$342,000. There were several townships and ranges involved in this 
transaction. 


Mr. Monrcomery. Will you indicate the general area on the map 
so the committee can see. 

Mr. Barrett. It is all in this area here [indicating map], which is 
TAN, R.2 E.; T.5 N., R.1 W.; T.5N., R.3 W.; 2.1 N, RO 
T,2N.,R, 4 W.; T.2N.,B.6 W.; T.3N.,B.6W.; T.58., B.1E.;T. 
6S.,R.1E. 

Mr: Moss. Mr. Bartlett, if it is the description which is contained on 
the exhibit before the members of the committee, merely confirm the 
fact that it is as indicated on the exhibit. 

Mr. Bartierr. The remainder of the tract is in T. 1S., R. 8 W., and 
T. 5 N., R. 2 W., in this general area here. [ pointing to map]. 

Clyde Douglas sold approximately 1,130 acres to Lawrence and 
Stegall in July 1957; internal revenue stamps total $6.60. The sale 
price was shown to be $11,650.00, and the rate per acre was determined 
to be approximately $10.31. The Douglas Ranch is in here [indicat- 
ing |. 

Mr. Montcomery. I believe you are blocking the view of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Barlett. 

Mr. Barttertr. It is in here, which is T. 5 N., R. 4 W.; T. 3 N., R.5 
W. 

Mr. Moss. I think we can dispense with the specific description if 
you will point out on the map generally where the land is located. 
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Mr. Bartuerr. This is T.5 N., R.5 W. It is in this area here. T. 3 
N., R. 5 W., is here; so the ranch is in here. 

V. E. Powiey and wife sold 20 acres at the rate of $175 an acre to 
a: oo Co., in January 1958. Intern: - revenue stamps 
toti al $3.85, or sale price of $3,500. That is in T.6 N.. R.4 W .. Which 
is in aos area here, section 26, 

Mr. Monrcomery. And the price per acre on that was $175? 

Mr. Bartierr. $175 an acre. 

S. J. Dru and wife sold 30 acres to J. R. Eiser and wife in Februar y 
of 1958. The sale price was $1,950, or at the rate of $65 an acre. 
That was in T. 3 N., R. 6 W., which is in this area here. 

Then S. J. Dru and wife sold to W. J. Kowal and wife, in March of 
1958, 10 acres for $750, or $75 an acre. 

There is another schedule on this. I have it right here. I have 
three more sales, 

Mr. Moss. Are those the a pow transactions ? 

Mr. Bartierr. No; W. J. Kowal and wife sold to M. J. Setne and 
wife, in Septe mber of 1988, 10 acres for $2,000, or at the rate of $200 
an acre, in T.3 N., R.6 W. That is in the same area here, T. 3 N. and 
R. 6 W. 

A. T. Jones and wife sold 80 acres to M. K. Hindman and wife in 
October 1958. Internal revenue stamps total $1.10, which indicates a 
sale price of $1,000, or $12.50 an acre, in the same area, which is T. 3 
N.,R. 6 W. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you try to speak a little closer to the micro- 
phone? We are hav ing diftic ‘ulty in hearing you. 

Mr. Barruerr. M: irk Hindman and wife sold 80 acres to S. G. 
Bialic and wife in November of 1958. Internal revenue st: amps tot: al 
$11, which indicates a sale price of $10,000, or $12.50 an acre. That is 
in the same area, T.3 N., R.6 W. 

That is what I chec ked in Maric opa County. 

Mr. Moss. Those cover the transactions checked in connection with 
the selected lands? 

Mr. Bartverr. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Now, you checked transactions in connection with base 
lands ? 

Mr. Barrierr. If I may interrupt, sir, I also checked State sales 
in Maricopa County. 

Mr. Moss. All right ; may be have those / 

Vorce From Avuprence. Would Mr. Bartlett repeat the 80 acres? 
I think he said $10.50 an acre. Did you? 

Mr. Moss. I cannot have the witness repeating. I don’t want to 
show discourtesy to the audience, but it is necessary that we proceed. 
The committee has the information. It will be part of the published 
hearings at a later date. You will just have to be extra attentive in 
order to get it. 

Votce From Avuptence. What if the information is incorrect ? 

Mr. Moss. You can contact the subcommittee, but this is not a de- 
bating society, nor is it a forum for disagreement. 

Mr. Bartlett, you may continue. 

Mr. Horrman. May I make this statement and maybe we can quiet 
it down? If they disagree with the witness, may they come to me 
and give me the inform: ition So we can see what the *y want to do? 


54676—60—pt. 1 3 
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Mr. Moss. They may come to you or they may take the usual steps 
of informing the subcommittee of their views through its staff, 

.Mr. Horrman. The only reason for my request was ‘thi at they mi ght 
think the subcommittee had made an improper evaluation, but, if they 
bring it in, they want to bring it in writing. 

Mr. Moss. I will point out that the information placed in the ree. 
ord at this point is from official records. 

Voice From Auprence. Are there any lodes, wells, or anything on 
this land? 

Mr. Moss. It is not pertinent for anyone to ask any questions from 
the audience. This is a hearing of a congressional committee. Yoy 
are but auditors unless you are requested ‘to appear as a witness. If 
you feel you have evidence of interest. to the subcommittee, then you 
must contact the subcommittee officially and make an offer to appear 
or supply us with the information. We could not possibly conduct a 
hearing permitting each and every member of the audience to express 
their differences of opinion. 

Mr. Bartlett, would you continue? 

Votcr From Avuptence. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Moss. The chairman is going to have to insist that the subcom- 
mittee proceed with its hearing. 

Mr. Bartlett proceed. 

Mr. Barrierr. The State sales I checked were from records in the 
State land department. I checked four sales. There was a sale of 
320 acres in October of 1958 in T. 7 N., R.5 W. 

Mr. Moss. The audience will not engage in conversation which is 
audible to others. 

Mr. Bartierr. Which is in this area right here. The purchase price 
was $16,000 or $50 an acre. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Bartlett, do you have the State appraisal 
on that as well as the selling price? 

Mr. Bartiertr. It is not shown on this schedule. 

Mr. Montcomery. I thought you might have it. Proceed. 

Mr. Bartierr. All right. The sec ond sale was on October 8, 1958 
for 480 acres which sold for $26, 100, or $54.38 an acre in T. 7 N., 5 W.., 
which is right here. 

The third sale was in T. 6 N., R.3 W. That was for 50 acres which 
sold for $7,500, or at the rate of $150 an acre, and that is located in 
T.6N., R. 3 W., section 32, which is located here on the map. 

The fourth sale was on January 15, 1960 for 80.05 acres at the rate 
of $162 an acre, which is located in this area. 

Those are the four sales I checked with the State department, which 
are in that vicinity. 

Mr. Moss. Is that marked in a green color on that map / 

Mr. Bartiert. Yes, it is; it is marked in green. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, you made a similar check, Mr. Bartlett, of 
the comparable sales in the area of the base lands in Mojave County! 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, I did. 

In Mojave County the first sale I checked was a sale between the 
W. F. Cattle Co. and M. T. Lawrence, Jr., and A. J. Stegall, Jr. That 
was in October of 1956. The internal revenue stamps total $440. 
Accordingly, the sale price is $400,000. The number of acres was ap- 
proximately 55.800 acres. That would be at the rate of $7.20 an acre. 


The land is located in T. 24.N., R. 13 W. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, isn’t that substantially the base 
lanas in this case ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Monteomery. 49,000-odd acres of base lands exchanged, but 
this purchase was for 55,000 ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right, they purchased it for approximately 

7.20 an acre, according to the internal revenue stamps. 

C. K. Neal and wife sold 2,738 acres to M. B. Hollenbeck and wife 
in July 1957, internal revenue stamps total $60.50; and the sale price 
was accordingly $55,000 or $20 an acre. That isin T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 
located here on the map. 

Mr. Montcomery. Please stand aside so the committee can see. 

Mr. Bartiert. In this area here. 

C. G. Faught and wife sold to T. W. Karcia and wife in October of 
1958, 40 acres for $1,000, or $25 an acre. That was in the same area, 
T. 23 N., R. 13 W. 

Next, the —-Bar One Cattel Co. sold to J. P. Rubel and wife 
in March of 1959, approximately 23,000 acres, for approximately 
$287,500, or $12.50 an acre. Velma Grant also appears as grantee. 
Internal revenue stamps were not affixed to the deed, but the sale price 
was verified with one of these individuals. 

The Southwest Realty Co. sold to North American Investment Co. 
in July of 1959, 39.74 acres for approximately $1,000, or $25 an acre. 

H. D. Mollohan and wife sold to J. S. Aiello and wife in August 
and September of 1959, 320 acres for $6.400, or $20 an acre. That is 
in the same area, TT’. 23 N.,R.13 W. 

H. D. Mollohan and wife, with the buyer shown to be Phoenix Title 
& Trust Co., in September of 1959, sold 840 acres for $16,800, or $20 
an acre. That is in the same area, 

Those are the sales I check in Mohave County in this case. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Chairman, the schedule of sales from which 
Mr. Bartlett testified is offered for inclusion in the record. 

Mr. Moss. If there are no objections the schedule will be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

(The schedules referred to follow :) 
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STATE LAND DEPARTMENT SALES—ARIZONA 011509 (STEGALL-LAWRENCE 
EXCHANGE) 














Buyer Date | Case | Sale price ly ee, Rate Description (location) 
| No. 4 of acres | per ¢ acre} 
Los Caballeros Ranch. Oct. 8,1958 | 8329 | $16,000.00 | a 320 $50. 00 | tT. 7 N., R. 5 W., EX 
sec. 2, ” 
©. L. MeQuire a ss 8330 26, 100. 00 54. 38 | =.7 N 8 ) W. oN, 
S 14, sec. 
C.C.Cottonand Ann C. | June 10,1958 | 8303 7, 500. 00 a 150.00 | T.6N., R. 3 Ww 
Nichols. | 
SR nacanucineies | Jan. 15,1960 }...... | 12, 968. 10 80.05 162.00 | T.5 N., R. 6 W.; 2 lots— 
3 and 4. 














Mr. Montreomery. What other evidence of values, Mr. Bartlett, 
did you collect during the course of your review ¢ 

Mr. Barruerr. I interviewed real estate people in areas where these 
transactions occurred, and—— 

Mr. Monreomery. Will you state to the committee generally what 
the results of those interviews were? 

Mr. Bartierr. I interviewed most of the individuals regarding 
the Government land or the public land. Most of them said that the 
land in the Wittman area, the public land, was worth at least $50 an 
acre at the time of the appraisal. 

Mr. Monteomery. Did any of them vouchsafe an opinion of a 
higher price than that? 

Mr. Barrierr. They did. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How did that range in value? Did any of them 
say $75 an acre? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Yes, some of them set a limit of at least $75 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Was there any higher figure than $75 an acre? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes; but to make certain they would just limit it 
to $75. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you have an opportunity to collect similar 
opinions in connection with the base lands up in Mojave County? 

Mr. Barrierr. There were no real estate people up near the area 
of this area here that I could find when I went up there. I didn’t 

talk to real estate people in Mojave County. I just looked at the land 
and checked the county records regarding the Mojave lands. 

Mr. Monreomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett, in your examination of the 
official files at the Bureau of Land Management did you find evidence 
that this data was considered by their appraisers in making the ap- 
praisals for the Government? 

Mr. Bartiert. They considered some county records. 

Mr. Monteomery. Some of the sales that you have recited to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Bartierr. ving not too sure on that. 

Mr. Monteomery. Now, during the course of your review did you 
check the basis for ‘the protests that were made? First m: ry I ask 
you, how many protests were made on this exchange ? 

Mr. Barrietr. Records indicate there were two protests on this 
exchange. 

Mr. Moss. For the record, when you mention protests you are talk- 
ing of protests officially made to the Bureau of Land Management? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right. 
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Mr. Monreomery. Will you outline to the committee the basis of 
those protests; why did they protest ? 

Mr. Barrett. They protested the exchange because they believed 
it not in the public interest, and that the Government land was more 
yaluable than the private lands. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In connection with their opinion that it was not 
in the public interest, what did they have to say about that; how 
did they back it up? 

Mr. Barrierr. One of the protestants gave four examples of sales 
in the area, showing that the land was worth considerably more than 
the appraisal made by the Government. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You may name the protestant. 

Mr. Bartierr. Herbert D. Mollohan. 

Mr. Monteomery. And Mr. Mollohan submitted comparative sales 
data to back up his allegation of inequality in value 4 

Mr. Barttertr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. How did he back up his allegation that it was 
not in the public interest to effect this exchange? 

Mr. Barrier. I was trying to find a copy of the protest. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, you may be seated again. I don’t 
think you will need the map in this presentation. 

Mr. Barrierr. All right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. As a matter of fact, Mr. Bartlett, wasn’t the 
basis of the protest first that the Government was trading a solid 
block of land in Maricopa County for a tract of land in Mojave County 
that was checkerboarded with State and private holdings? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. Also, the protestant stated that 
Stegall had kept the water on the land. 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, the applicants in this case re- 
tained certain lands in their own owne rship in Mohave County and 
that was the land on which the water was located ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And that was a basis for the allegation that it 
was not in the public interest ? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did both of the protestants offer substantially 
the same reason ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did the other protestant, I believe it was Mr. 
Hughes; is that right? 

Mr. Moss. Let’s ide ntify the other protestant for the record. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you identify him by name? 

Mr. Barrierr. Nicholas M. Hughes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did Mr. Hughes offer substanti: ally the same data 
as Mr. Mollohan to back up his statement ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, he did. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Both as to inequality in values and as to absence 
of public interest ? 

Mr. Bartiert. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett, did you find any other evi- 


dence in the official files that question was raised as to the public in- 
terest involved in this case ? 
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Mr. Barttert. I located a letter written by one of the Bureau of 
Land Management employees. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you identify that employee ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Eugene H. Newell. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What is his official capacity in the Bureau of 
Land Management ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Lands and minerals officer. 

Mr. Montreomery. Will you recite to the committee the nature of 
this letter to which you refer? 

Mr. Bartierr. This letter pertains to the private exchange applica- 
tion that we are talking about, No. 011509, and expresses Mr. Newell’s 
opinions on this exchange. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What were his opinions? 

Mr. Bartierr. In the summary it says: 

I believe that consummation of the subject exchange is not in the public in 
terest. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did he state the reasons for his belief ? 

Mr. Barttert. Yes. 

Mr. Monreomery. Will you read that to the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Barrierr (reading) : 

The base lands consist of scattered parcels intermingled with State, Federal, 
and private holdings. They are an integral part of a ranching operation which 
at present contains approximately 25 percent Federal lands. The remaining 
lands are in State or private ownership. Acquisition of the base lands would 
materially affect this ratio, and the exchange, if consummated, would place ap- 
proximately 80 percent of the operation in Federal ownership. The only land 
not in Federal ownership would be those upon which base waters are situated, 
these owned by Federal adverse parties along Highway 66 and scattered State 
parcels. 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, the reasons assigned by Mr. New- 
ell were substantially the same as those assigned by the protestants in 
this case ? 

Mr. Bartuiert. That is right. 

Mr. Monteomery. What happened to Mr. Newell’s protest, or his 
disagreement ? 

Mr. Barrierr. If I remember, there was subsequent correspondence. 

Mr. Montoomery. But he was eventually overruled ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Well, let’s have the correspondence, or copies thereof sub- 
mitted for the record. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Chairmaan, we submit for the record the let- 
ter from which Mr. Bartlett is reading as well as a copy of the decision 
in this case. 

Mr. Moss. Is there objection to including the documents in the 
record ? 

There being no objection, the letters will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
ARIZONA STATE OFFICE, 
Phoenix, May 14, 1958. 
Memorandum. 
To: State supervisor. 
From : Lands and minerals officer. 
Subject : Private exchange application, AR-011509, amended. 

By field report approved March 20, 1958, it was recommended that the subject 
application be held for rejection because of inequality of values. The base lands, 
except for a few isolated parcels, were acceptable for acquisition by the Federal 
Government. The selected lands are situated in an area of considerable activity 
which has been designated as a disposal area. 

The application was held for rejection by manager’s decision of March 20, 1958. 
The base lands were valued at $168,845.64, and the selected lands at $1,190,872,73. 
The decision also stated that the public interest had not been considered and that 
in the event the applicant amended the application to equalize values, public 
interest would then be determined. 

By amended application filed on April 16, 1958, the applicants attempted to con- 
form with the requirements of the manager’s decision. In so doing, they deleted, 
among others, all those lands lying east of the Hassyampa River from the 
selected area and added additional acreage to the offered lands. 

In order to summarize the present status of the application, the lands involved 
are discussed under separate headings as follow: 


SELECTED LANDS 


The selected lands in the amended application are all situated west of the 
Hassayampa River and are part of a large compact block of public domain. The 
only foreseeable use is for grazing with some limited potential agricultural possi- 
bilities. The applicants have selected a total of 59,794.85 acres. Of this amount, 
they state that 8,000 acres have a value of $15 per acre, and the remaining 
51,794.95 acres, $1.50 per acre. 

The 8,000 acres are a portion of the 14,000 acres appraised at $15,00 per acre in 
the original field report. These lands are situated in sections 13, 14, 15, 21, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34 and 35, T.5 N., R. 5 W. This general area is one of 
marginal character for future agricultural development. The characteristics 
and potentialities of the area are quite adequately described in “Area Classifica- 
tion Report A-42880,” which was prepared as the result of numerous filings under 
the Desert Land Act. 

After examination in the field, it is determined land values as set forth in the 
original field report are substantially correct and reflect the present minimum 
value. The values reflect the present value and do not reflect the speculative 
potentialities of the area. In contrast, the values placed on the base lands 
reflect their present value and, so far as can be determined, their highest poten- 
tial future value. 

The amended application includes lands which were not contained in the ori- 
ginal selection. These additional lands selected are as follow : 


T.8N.,R.6 W. 
See. 11, E\%. 
See. 138, N\%. 


T.5N.,R.5 W. 
Sec. 6, all. 


T.4N.,R.6 W. 
Sec. 36, NIY48SEY. 


During a field examination conducted on May 6, 1958, it was found that mineral 
claims extend into portions of sec. 6, T. 5 N., R.5 W. Since this joins the onee 
rich Vulture mining property, it is reasonable to assume that many of the loca- 
tions are valid. 

The land office records show that the NE of sec. 13, T. 3 N., R. 6 W., which 
was added to the application, is embraced in a prior private exchange application 
(AR-015148) filed by Samuel G. Bialac. 


There appears to be no conflict as to the other lands which were added to the 
selection. 
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The land office records show the following Government projects effecting 
the selected lands: 

(1) Project 16—C-—93. Temporary spreader type dams in T’s. 45 N., R.5 

(2) Project 12-C-131. Detention and spreader dams in sec. 35, T’s. 4-5 } 
R. 5 W. 

(3) Project No. 135. Douglas well in sec. 35, T. 5. N., R. 5 W. 

(4) Project 136. Allotment fence, sec. 31, T.3 N., R.5 W. 

All of the selected lands are within Arizona Grazing District No. 3. The 
selected lands are situated within the applicant’s grazing allotment. In the 
event favorable action is contemplated, consideration should be given by the 
district manager to the value of the above-listed range projects. 

Conflicting small tract applications have been filed in the NW4Y4NW\, of see. 
25, T. 9 N., R. 6 W., and homestead applications effect the W14E'% of sec. 18 
and the W1%4E* of sec. 19, T. 4N., R. 4 W. 


ait 


V. 


v4 


» 


BASE LANDS 


The original field report sets forth the method used in arriving at the fair 
market value of the base lands. After a review of that report, it would appear 
that the appraisal would also apply to those additional offered lands in T. 28 
Ne e211 W. 

Many of the additional lands offered by the applicant are actually isolated 
tracts. They lie within an area of patented and State lands. 

In reviewing the offered lands, the following items were noted: 

(1)The metes and bounds description effecting sec. 21, T. 24 N., R. 12 W., ig 
not acceptable. The entire subdivision affected should be eliminated from the 
offer. 

(2) The reservation affecting sec. 7, T. 24 N., R. 11 W., is unacceptable and 
here again the entire subdivision affected must be eliminated. 

(3) Item 19 under applicant’s exhibit A refers to certain reservations affect- 
ing secs. 5, 7, 9, 17, 19, 21, 29, 31, and 33, T. 23 N., R. 11 W. This reservation 
recorded in Book 28 of Deed, page 239, Mohave County, should be clarified by 
the applicants. 

(4) The reservation listed under item 21 of applicant’s exhibit A also needs 
further clarification. 

After a detailed review of the original report. there appears to be no reason 
to change the original average appraised value of $4 per acre. 


SUMMARY 


I believe that consummation of the subject exchange is not in the public in- 
terest. My opinion is based upon the following reasoning : 

1. The base lands consist of scattered parcels intermingled with State, Fed- 
eral, and private holdings. They are an integral part of a ranching operation 
which, at present, contains approximately 25 percent Federal lands. The re- 
maining lands (75 percent, are in State or private ownership. Acquisition of the 
base lands would materially effect this ratio and the exchange, if consummated, 
would place approximately 80 percent of the operation in Federal ownership. 
The only lands not in Federal ownership would be those upon which base waters 
are situated: these owned by adverse parties along U.S. Highway No. 66, and 
the scattered State parcels. 

2. The selected lands are within a ranching operation consisting of 93 percent 
Federal ownership. This operation consisted of a total of approximately 110,320 
acres. Of this total, 1320 acres are patented, 13,000 in State ownership and 
96.000 acres in Federal ownership. 

8. The applicants maintain that they purchased the ranches with the plan 
that they would exchange the lands on a grazing capacity basis and that the 
grazing operations would be continued upon consummation of the exchanges. 

4. Consummation of the exchange would be merely exchanging one parcel 
of land, which is at present a compact block, for other parcels of land with 
seattered adverse ownership. Such a transaction could only be of value to the 
applicant, particularly when it is realized that the grazing privileges will be 
recained on the offered lands due to the applicants’ ownership of the base waters. 

5. As shown on the attached status plat. the offered lands are in two rather 
distinct parcels which are separated by Highway No. 66. The patented and 
State lands adjacent to the highway will remain in such ownership and be a de 


*cting 


The 
n the 
y the 


f see, 


® fair 
ppear 
‘2a 


\lated 


W.. is 
m the 


e and 


affect- 
vation 
ied by 


needs 


reason 


lie in- 


, Fed- 
ration 
he re. 
of the 
mated, 
ership. 
waters 
6, and 


ercent 
110,320 
ip and 


e plan 
at the 
res, 

parcel 
1 with 
to the 
vill be 
waters. 
rather 
“| and 
ea de- 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 37 


finite division line. The percentage of Federal ownership is fairly uniform on 
either side of the highway at present. 

6. There are numerous isolated parcels offered by the applicants. It is my un- 
derstanding that the applicants have been advised that such parcels are accept- 
able as base. The Range and Forestry Officer, by memorandum of April 22, 
1958 (attached), set forth a justification for such action. Such reasoning is 
contrary to established policy. It is suggested that further consideration be 
given to the acceptance of parcels of lands which will become isolated tracts upon 
acquisition by the Government. 

Reference is made to prior decisions, some of which are listed as follows: 

1. See AR—-011730 which involved some of the identical tracts now offered by 
the same applicants. This case was not examined in the field but was rejected 
and subsequently closed because the offered lands were not acceptable as base, 

2. Private exchange, Marvin BE. Young, et al, Oregon—03573, decided September 
16, 1957, a copy of which is attached. 

After a complete review of the available information, there appears to be no 
reason for modifying the appraisals set forth in the original decision. However, 
it is recommended that further consideration be given to the “public interest” and 
that the applicants be advised that the offered lands which will become isolated 
tracts if acquired by the Federal Government are unacceptable as base and the 
exchange therefore not in the public interest. 

It is further recommended that consideration be given to a program of dis- 
posal of those Federal lands lying south and east of U.S. Highway No. 66, and 
the lands between U.S. Highway No. 66 and the Indian reservation. At the 
present, two public sale applications have been filed for the two tracts described 
as T. 24 N., R 12 W., G. & S.R.M., sec. 4: lots 1-4, S%SM% (all) ; sec. 6: lots 1+, 
$%48™% (all). These tracts are bound on the north by the Hualpai Indian 
Reservation from one-eighth to one and one-fourth miles north of U.S. Highway 
No. 66. 

EUGENE H. NEWELL, 
Lands and Minerals Officer. 
ExHIsit 7 
ARIZONIA STATE OFFICE, 
Phoenia, July 22, 1958. 
Memorandum. 
To: Manager, land office. 
From: State supervisor. 
Subject: Private exchange application, Arizona 011509; Arthur J. Stegall, Jr., 
and M. Taylor Lawrence, Jr. 

By your decision of March 20, 1958, you held the subject application for 
rejection on the basis that report of field examination showed the selected 
lands to exceed in value the offered and offered the applicants an opportunity 
to amend in order to balance the values. 

In compliance with this decision, on April 16, 1958, the applicants submitted 
an amended application reducing the area of land selected and increasing the 
area of lands offered. The additional lands offered are within the applicants’ 
grazing allotment in Mohave County, Ariz. The bulk of these additional lands 
do not form a compact unit, being checkerboarded with lands in State owner- 
ship. The lands and minerals officer objected to acceptance of these additional 
lands for that reason, indicating that it was a violation of the long-established 
policy of blocking up Federal grazing land for more efficient grazing adminis- 
tration. 

I am in agreement with the lands and minerals officer as to the general 
policy in this respect, however the circumstances surrounding this particular 
exchange, I believe, justify the finding that in this particular case the public 
interest is benefited by acquisition of all of the offered lands in spite of the fact 
that they are not all contiguous. The matter was referred to the director’s 
office for a policy determination by my memorandum of June 5, and his teletype 
and memorandum of July 3 indicate concurrence in my opinion. 

The selected lands have been classified as suitable for disposal since they 
are located in an area which will undoubtedly eventually reach a higher use 
than grazing. 

Acquisition of the offered lands will be advantageous in grazing management 
of the applicants’ allotment and in range improvement work in the general 


area of these lands. Therefore, it is concluded that consummation of the ex- 
change is in the public interest. 
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The latest amendment to the application includes 49,571.43 acres of bag, 
land. The additional base lands offered are essentially of the same character 
and value as the lands previously included and reported under date of March 20, 
1958, at an average value of $4 per acre. Therefore, the base lands offered in 
the latest amendment to the application are appraised at $198,285.72. 

Of the selected lands remaining in the application, approximately 8,000 acres, 
including parts of secs. 25, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34 and 35, T. 5 N., R. 5 W., and 
secs. 4 to 10, T. 4 M., R. 5 W., were appraised in the previous report of March 20, 
1958, at $15 per acre. Basis for this appraisal was the fact that the soils 
and topography of this area make them susceptible to agricultural development 
if irrigation water can be developed. Existing evidence of water potential, as 
reported July 2, 1953, in an area classification report covering the upper 
Hassayampa Plain, A—42880, indicates that it is extremely doubtful that water 
suitable for irrigation can be developed. The balance of the lands included in 
the amended application are those appraised in the previous report at $1.50 per 
acre; 8,000 acres at $15 per acre, plus 50,635.19 acres at $1.50 per acre results 
in a total appraised value of $195,952.79. The fair market value of the offered 
land, therefore, is considered to be somewhat in excess of the fair market value 
of the selected land. 

Consummation of the exchange is considered to be in the public interest 
and therefore it is requested that favorable action be taken on the application 
by your office. Since the value of the selected land exceeds the authority dele- 
gated to land office managers by Bureau Order 541, the decision approving 
the application and directing publication should be prepared for my approval. 


E. I. Rowianp, State Supervisor. 


Mr. Monrcomery. Did Mr. Newell have further official comments 
to make after he was advised that his objections to this transaction had 
been overruled ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes; July 18, 1958. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Do you have a copy of a memorandum on that, 
or a letter? 

Mr. Barrietr. Yes, I have, from Mr. Newell to the State superivisor. 

Mr. Montcomery. What does that— 

Mr. Horrman. May I make this inquiry; I assume, and if I am 
not correct I would like it clear on the record, that these communica- 
tions or statements from Mr. Newell are a matter of record with the 
Department ? 

Mr. Moss. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. And that nothing outside is going in other than 
what is official ? 

Mr. Moss. That is right; that is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you, I have no objection. 

Mr. Barttetr. In part Mr. Newell states, “After making a complete 
review of the case record and the Director’s memorandums, I can find 
no reason to change or modify the recommendation contained in my 
memorandum of May 14,” which is the memorandum I was just 
reading. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, I offer the memorandum of Mr. 
Newell for the record at this point. 

Mr. Moss. If there are no objections, the memorandum will be 
received. 

(The memorandum follows :) 
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STATE OFFICE, 
Phoenia, Ariz., July 18, 1958. 
Memorandum. 


To: State supervisor. 
From: Lands and minerals officer. 
Subject : Private exchange application Arizona 011509 

I have reviewed the director’s memorandum of July 3, 1958, under the subject 
“Policy and Private Exchanges” which was recently referred to me for comment. 
After making a complete review of the case record and the director’s memoran- 
dum, I can find no reason to change or modify the recommendations contained 
in my meronadum of May 14. 


The second paragraph of the director’s memorandum infers that an objection 
was raised against permitting selections out of compact areas of Federal owner- 
ship. In my memorandum of May 14, I did not intend to object te disposal of 
the selected lands since they are within a “disposal area”. This is very clearly 
pointed out in the field report of March 20, 1958. 

The director’s memorandum and the lands and minerals case file are attached 
for your further consideration. 

EUGENE H. NEWELL, 
Lands and Minerals Officer. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, did you find any other evidence in 
the file where possible questions were raised as to this transaction, 
either in the Phoenix office or in Washington ? 

Mr. Barrier. Yes, I located a thermofax copy of a letter. It was 
from the Director in Washington to the area administrator, area 
No. 2, which I understand is Salt Lake City. The date was not shown. 

Mr. Monreomery. A part of that letter dealt with this Stegall- 
Lawrence exchange, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartrverr. That is right. 

Mr. Montreomery. In essence what was this letter about ? 

Mr. Bartierr. If I may quote a short sentence from this letter it 
will clarify this. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Proceed. 

Mr. Bartierr. “From the available information we do not consider 
that the figure of $1.50 was adequately substantiated by the appraiser. 
This, combined with the existence of outside estimates running con- 
siderably higher, would seem to require that a new appraisal be made 
of these lands.” 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. Did you find evidence that a new appraisal was 
made ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. No, I did not. 

Mr. Moss. Is there any indication on or in the memorandum which 
would fix its approximate date ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, they refer to a report submitted July 3, 1958, so 
it must have been after that date. 

Mr. Moss. Well, we will contact the Bureau of Land Management 
and ask for precise identification of the document as to date, and with- 
out objections, reservation is made at this point in the record to receive 
that part of the memorandum relating to the transaction under 
discussion. 

(The material follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Washington, D.C., October 31, 1958. 
Memorandum. 
To: Area administrator, area 2. 
From: Director. 
Subject: Arizona private exchanges—Supplemental information to report sub. 
mitted July 3, 1958. 


We appreciate your memorandum of July 31 and the opportunity to examine 
the three exchange reports that were submitted. They will be returned later 
as you requested. 

We are taking advantage of your invitation to comment briefly on these three 
field reports as follows: 

1. Stegall-Lawrence, Arizona 001509 (report approved Mar. 20, 1958). 

The appraiser properly considered both income data and market data in his 
appraisal of certain of the offered and selected lands. He properly eliminated 
certain recent transactions in Mohave County as evidences of value since they 
reflected purchases by uninformed, misinformed, or overly anxious buyers who 
were believed to have paid or contracted to pay exorbitant prices through mis- 
take. 

The appraiser probably erred in his concept of the land use which establishes 
the fair market value of the selected lands that are located west of the Has- 
sayampa River. Discussing these lands, the appraiser stated: “It is felt * * * 
that in the immediate future the highest and best use of these lands is for the 
production of native forage for livestock.” [Emphasis supplied.) In analyzing 
the evidences of the value of these lands, the appraiser stated that they have been 
deemed “chiefly valuable for the production of native forage for livestock.” 
[Emphasis supplied.] We think that an error in analysis may have occurred 
here since the most likely use in the immediate future may not be the most im- 
portant factor affecting fair market value. The use that is likely in the longer 
run may be the most important factor, even though its effect must be dis- 
counted to the present date, especially when it is a use that attracts a much 
higher demand and tends to establish a much higher market price, such as 
future industrial, residential or commercial use in rapidly growing Maricopa 
County. 

The appraiser, without citing any specific market transactions or adjusting 
therefrom, simply stated: “Based on market data, and income analysis * * * 
and in consideration of all other pertinent factors, the indicated valne of these 
lands is $1.50 per acre.” We are unable to find any Maricopa County market 
transaction cited in the report in which the price was lower than $6 per acre. 

The same lands were later appraised by several independent appraisers under 
contract to the Lawrence, Stegall, and Cooke Ranches. Their appraisals for the 
same public lands west of the Hassayampa River resulted in. the following value 
estimates: 


~ = 
| | 


Appraiser Date of |} Land value 

| appraisal | per acre 
Robert L. Blake_.-- Feb 8 1958 : $2 
Edward Truxall Feb. 6, 1958 $1. 50-5 
Feb. 14, 1958 1. 05 


A. E. Clemens 


From the available information, we do not consider that the figure of $1.50 
was adequately substantiated by the appraiser. This, combined with the exist- 
ance of outside estimates running considerably higher, would seem to require that 
a new appraisal be made of these lands. 

* * * * * a 

Mr. Montrcomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett. one further question : In your 
review of this case did you talk to the appraiser who actually made 
this appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Montcomery. You did not? 

Mr. Bartierr. I talked to the person who signed the appraisal. 
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Mr. Monrcomery. Who signed it ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Newell. 

Mr. Montcomery. Didn’t he make the appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartierr. I understand he did not make the appraisal. 

Mr. MonrcoMery. But he signed the appraisal; you don’t know who 
made it 

Mr. Barruetr. I was told who made it. 

Mr. Montgomery. Someone else in the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment in Phoenix / 

Mr. Bartierr. I understand it was a Mr. Baker, from the Bureau 
of Land Management Office in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Monteomery. Mr. Chairman, that’s all the questions I have of 
Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. You are with the GAO? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. That is an agency created by Congress to ride herd 
on the executive departments? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And how long have you been with them ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Over 20 years. 

Mr. Horrman. And what is your function ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Investigator. 

Mr. Horrman. I mean what are youan expert on? They all are, I 
Know. 

Mr. Barrierr. No, sir, I have no specialty. My work is general in 
nature. 

Mr. Horrman. What particular branch do you follow here, figures 
or land or what / 

Mr. Bartierr. Everything generally. 

Mr. Horrman. What? 

Mr. Bartietrr. Generally any work they assign to me. 

Mr. Horrman. And what was your task when you became con- 
nected with this investigation; to do what? 

Mr. Bartierr. To check appraisals, to find out what the records 
showed in connection with this exchange. 

Mr. Horrman. Whether or not the agency had not only adequately 
but efficiently appraised the land and m: ide the exchanges? 

Mr. Bartierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I don’t understand. 

Mr. Barrierr. My job was to gather facts from various sources. 

Mr. Horrman. To show what? 

Mr. Bartierr. To show what happened in this particular case. 

Mr. Horrman. Along what lines? What was the end, to learn 
whether or not—— 

Mr. Bartierr. To determine values. 

Mr. Horrman. Whether they had done a good job in appraising 
and disposing in this exchange of the land; is that it ? 

Mr. Moss. If the gentlemen will yield, the request was that they 
undertake to develop facts. We didn’t ask for conclusions based on 
those facts, or for recommendations. We requested the facts only, 
impartially and completely. 
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Mr. Horrman. Well, your job, though, and the job of the GAO js 
to ascertain whether the executive agencies and those who carry on 
their functions have done a good job, isn’t it, so that you can come 
up, if the job is poor, with recommendations for Congress to pass 
additional legislation ? 

Mr. Bartierr. We just report these agencies on facts relating to 
disbursement and application of public funds. 

Mr. Horrman. Don’t you form any conclusions as to whether a 
deal was good or bad ? 

Mr. Barrietr. We don’t make that determination. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, how did you determine whether the transae- 
tion was advantageous or a good business transaction? How in the 
world could you come up with recommendations 4 

Mr. Barrierr. We do not make determinations or recommenda- 
tions at this level. We report the facts on both sides and the GAO 
in Washington decides on the recommendations. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t form any opinion ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You want to stand on the answer that the GAO 
does not recommend to Congress legislation which will better a good 
situation or correct a bad one? 

Mr. Barrierr. Recommendations are made in Washington, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. By the GAO? 

Mr. Bartietr. By the GAO. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, that’s what I thought, so that in order for 
your investigation as to facts, and to determine the facts, after you 
get that done then it is a part of the function of the GAO to come 
up with any suggestions as to whether the deal was all right or whether 
it should he i improve d upon by legislation 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Will you yield further? In this instance Mr. Bartlett 
is assigned and is under the direction of this subcommittee. His fune- 
tion is not necessarily identical with the function he would perform for 
the General Accounting Office, and it is, as I stated before. precisely 
that of developing independently the available facts, making them 
available to the committee, and conclusions and recommendations are 
the prerogative of the committee, not of Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, the GAQ, as I understood you to say, is the 
arm of the Congress to check on executive departments’ activities, 
isn’t it ? 

Mr. Bartietrr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. And learn the facts as to what the executive agency 
in any particular case has done, is that right or isn’t it ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Has done pertaining to money matters. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Barrierr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. And if you find, and it is a part of your duty, and 
when I say vou I mean the GAO, to learn whether or not the dollars 
which the Congress has appropriated, whether they have been efli- 
ciently used or whether they have been wasted, isn’t it? 

Mr. Bartietr. Efficiently used or wasted, that is right. 

Mr. Horrman. Those two things? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 
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Mr. HorrmMan. Then when you get all through with that you recom- 
mend, if it was bad legislation, legislation to correct the situation, 
don’t you! 

Mr. Barrierr. Out here in the field I prepare reports, just report- 
ing facts. 

Mr. HorrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Bartrierr. But what you are asking, that is done in Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. HorrMan. Then afterward it is GAO’s business, or whoever it 
is. to come up with recommendations ? 

Mr. Barruerr. Right. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you form a conclusion as to whether the Bureau 
had acted efficiently / 

Mr. Bartruetr. No, sir, I didn’t. 

Mr. Horrman. You si iven’t any opinion, then, as to whether the 
Government made an exchange which was advantageous to it? 

Mr. Bartrierr. I have no opinion, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And you are familiar with all these facts to which 
you have test ified 7 

Mr. Barrierr. Familiar with the facts that I got, yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That vou have testified here ? 

Mr. Bartiert. Yes, si 

Mr. HorrMan. And = knowing those things firsthand, you haven't 
any opinion as to whe ther the money was wasted, I mean the Govern- 
ment property, we will say in this case, was wasted or not ? 

Mr. Bartierr. I have no opinion, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you see anything in all the investigation of the 
records to indicate that anyone had been neaennen influenced in 
any way, I mean anyone in connection with the Government ‘ 

Mr. Bartierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What? 

Mr. Barrierr. Will you repeat that again, sir? 

Mr. Horrman. I say in your investigations of anything and every- 
thing in this case did you learn, have you found any indication that 
any Federal employee, any of them, was improperly influenced by 
anyone 2 

Mr. Bartierr. I did not find any facts as to that, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. So, as far as your opinion goes, you didn’t find 
a single thing in the record that indicated that any F ‘ederal employee 
who had anything to do with all these exchanges about which vou 
have testified acted inefficiently or because of any undue influence ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That gives them a pretty clean bill of health, 
doesn’t it ? 

And the transactions here show, if I got it correctly, that these 
people who bought these 16 parcels of land made a rather substantial 
profit, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. And the transactions to which you have testified 
run from 56 on down to 59? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. And I will ask you then, and I ask Mr. Chairman, 
I have four sheets here, they are part of your records, I think, and 


54676—60— pt. 1 4 
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L have marked them CEH-1, 2, 3, and 4, and I ask you for the intro- 
duction of those from your own records. 

Mr. Moss. —h have been included in the record previously, 

Mr. Horrman. I didn’t quite understand when you were test ifying 
from this m: = this area here at the top to which Tam pointing now 
is marked “A.” 

Mr. pkuae Tt. That is map No. 1. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, No. 1, that was the base lands? 

Mr. Barriertr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. Was there more of it some other place ? 

Mr Bartterr. No, in this case that’s all there was. 

Mr. Horrman. And the land over here in pink, you marked that 
No. 2? 

Mr. Barrietr. No. 2. 

Mr. HorrMman. These figures that you gave, or told about, these 
transactions on those four sheets, were thay all in the pink land or 
in surroundings lands? 

Mr Bartierr. You mean the sales? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Barrietr. Surrounding. 

Mr. Horrman. And you didn’t tell about any land that was sold 
in the pink area ? 

Mr. Barrierr. That was all public land. 

Mr. Horrman. Who owns that now ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Lawrence and Stegall own all of that. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know what that was sold for ? 

Mr. Barrietrr. That is the land that they got from the Govern- 
ment in exchange for this land up here. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, did the fellows that got this pink land, No. 2, 
have they sold it? 

Mr. Bartierr. To my knowledge they haven't. 

Mr. Horrman. They are still hanging on? 

Mr. Bartuerr. As far as I know. 

Mr. Horrman. The only reason for bringing in these sales of land 
none of which the Government ever owned—or did they ? 

Mr. Bartietr. I don’t know that, but they are private sales. 

Mr. Horrman. So far as you know, none of these sales carried on 
the four sheets were involved in the transaction ? 

Mr. Barttetr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And all you put those in for around here was to 
show the fair market value of what was inside ? 

Mr. Bartterr. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. All you took was a record ? 

Mr. Barttiert. Just records. 

Mr. Horrman. So far as you know the land that the Government 
still owns or kept within the pink there, you don’t know the value of 
that? 

Mr. Bartierr. No, I don’t, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What are you making that comparison for, what 1s 
the purpose ? 

Mr. Bartierr. To show comparable sales in the area to determine 
the value of that land. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean the value of the pink land as compared 
to the land outside? 
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Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrmMan. This is what the Government got trading for No. 1, 
isn’t. it ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. The Government got this land right here. 

Mr. HorrMan. Got No. 1? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Is there any reason to believe the land inside there 
wasn’t of equal value to the land around outside ? 

Mr. Bartuetr. The reason we have those sales is to show what the 
land was selling for. 

Mr. HorrMan. To show the Government traded off its land too 
cheaply ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. To show actual facts of what the land was selling 
for in the area. 

Mr. Horrman. When was the deal made, parcel No. 2 for 1? 

Mr. Bartietr. They received a patent on August 20, 1959. 

Mr. Horrman. What it all boils down to is the Government didn’t 
get as a good a deal in the trade as it should, isn’t it? 

Mr. Barrierr. I can’t give an opinion, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Even when you look at the figures and find out 
one fellow got more than the other fellow ? 

Mr. Bartuerr. I can’t make an opinion; merely state the facts. 

Mr. Horrman. What is your personal opinion, now, distinguished 
from your official opinion, as to who got rimmed, let us say, in the 
horse trade ¢ 

Mr. Bartietrr. Well, I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Oh, now, listen, you have an opinion all right. 

Mr. Barrierr. I have an opinion, but that’s between you and me. 

Mr. Horrman. I know you are not claiming it on account of the 
Government, but you just claim it isn’t your function to put your 
opinion in here; is that right ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, I won’t press it. 

Mr. Moss. I want to pl ice this record very, very straight—— 

Mr. Horrman. Oh, did I get it crooked? I didn’t mean to. 

Mr. Moss. I know that; that’s why I know you will not object to 
my trying to put it straight. 

Mr. Horrmax. You hav ing been engaged in the real estate ggg ree 
for years and being a very efficient operator, I would say I don’t 
claim to compete w ith you. 

Mr. Moss. First I want to make it very clear that the role of the 
assigned staff of the General Accounting Office to this committee is 
strictly that of independently developing facts. They are not asked 
for conclusions. We would not receive their conclusions. That is 
a responsibility of the subcommittee to arrive at its conclusions and 
its recommendations and to present them in proper form to the full 
Committee on Government Operations, and through that committee 
to the Congress itself. 

Now, the sole purpose, and I want the record to be very clear, of 
selecting transactions which are in the area as closely related as pos- 
sible, is to establish a yardstick of comparable value, and to my 
knowledge—and I have been licensed as a broker 


for some number 
of years in my State 


I know of no instance where you could under- 
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take to establish a yardstick of value without probing to determine 
the facts of what the market has produced. Those facts have now 
been made a part of this record and we will have to undertake the 
evaluation of them, and it is only for that reason that the Genera] 
Accounting Office is in the picture, and the committee will not seek 
to secure from the General Accounting Office at this time any con- 
clusions. If the facts are sufficiently well founded, then the com- 
mittee has the responsibility of making that conclusion, and it re- 
quired that we compare all types of : sales. You will notice that we 
requested and received from the State of Arizona sales of State- 
owned lands as nearly equal to the Federal lands as is possible. 

Now, Mr. Bartlett, you may stand aside. 

Mr. Horrman. Let me ask him this question, if I may. 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. As I get it, now, on those sheets showing the land 
sales, seven parcels of base land, and they total up, all the lands on 
that one totals up to—— 

Mr. Moss. The base lands are 49,000—I don’t think we have a re. 
cap. It could be necessary to run a recapitulation of the sales. 

Mr. Horrman. They sold for $767,700: do vou know whether that 
is right or not ? 

Mr. Moss. I didn’t request that information to be prepared by 
GAO. However, if you would desire that, we will Mh ave it prepared, 

Mr. HorrmMan. I don’t care, I just thought maybe he had it in mind, 
If he doesn’t, that’s all right. 

Mr. Bartierr. No. 

Mr. Horrman. And in the other county we have 7,800 acres which 
sold for $377,450, and that was nine parcels, the average price was 
$48.39 an acre. 

Mr. Moss. The next witness will be Mr. Jim McKeever, who is ap- 
pearing voluntarily in an effort to cooperate with the committee. 

He is appearing here to give the committee the benefit of his opin- 
ions as to land values. 

Mr. Horrman. In this one we have been talking about ? 

Mr. Moss. Generally in the area. 

Mr. Horrman. All right. 


TESTIMONY OF JIM McKEEVER, REALTOR, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Mr. McKeever, would you raise your right hand / 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give be- 
fore this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. McKeever. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. McKeever. Jim McKeever. 

Mr. Moss. What is your address? 

Mr. McKeever. 2535 East Campbell, Phoenix, Ariz. 

Mr. Montcomery. You are in the realty business? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Montcomery. How long have you been in the realty business! 

Mr. McKeever. Six years. 
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Mr. MontGoMery. In connection with your realty business do you 
have occasion to conduct sales and purchases in the area of the selected 
lands in this case ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. You say the selected lands? 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. The selected lands here in Maricopa County, as 
were identified on the map in back of you. 

Mr. McKeever. I would like to ident ify that and be more explicit, 
ifImay. The area you are talking about is here [indicating on m: ip]. 
I have never made a sale in this area because I have not h: ud any land 
for sale because it has been mostly State or Federal. I know about 
this land in this area and the surrounding land. 

Mr. Monrcomery. On the basis of your experience, what is your 
opinion as to the value of that land, the selected lands in this case ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. I would also like to explain that, if I may. It isa 

vast area. 

Mr. Montreomery. Yes. 

Mr. McKeever. My particular opinion, and it is strictly my opinion, 
is that land in this area—what time are we talking about, now or 

Mr. Monrcomery. As of the time this transaction was consummated, 
which was in August of 1959, which is practically current. 

Mr. McKeever. All right, in August of 1959 I would say that if I, 
asa broker, had a listing of any land in this area that I could have sold 
it for $50 an acre. Now, there is one very important factor, and I 
noticed on this map that this map does not take in Jack Rabbit Wash, 
which cuts several hundred, maybe 2,000 or 3,000 acres right in here. 

Itisa gigantic wash. The only thing shown here is the Hassa uyampa 
River. There is no access to this land ‘through that wash. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Would the effect of Jack Rabbit Wash reduce 
what would otherwise be a higher estimate as to the value of this tract ? 

Mr. McKeever. I would say the land in the wash would be strictly 
worthless. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You are basing your opinion, then, on the overall 
tract as it isshown on that map? 

Mr. McKeever. If it would be accessible and usable, yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. As a broker you feel you would have had no 
trouble making sales at that price ? 

Mr. McKeever. That’s r ight. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, Mr. McKeever, what do you base that 
opinion upon ? 

Mr. McKeever. Well, I base it on the fact that there has been a lot 
of speculation in Phoe nix here, and that periodically land in Mari- 
copa County, which I think I am very familiar with, has a basic land 

value, say to a group of speculators who would buy in the hope of 
making money, which I could be also a part of, at various times the 
land would be worth a certain figure, and I use $50 as a basic figure 
for a speculator to buy land. 

Mr. Monreomery. And you feel that any person who is appraising 
land should be familiar or have the feel of the market, be it speculative 
or otherwise ¢ 


Mr. McKeever. I would say in the interest of the Government, yes, 


they should be. 


_ Mr. Montcomery. And that the value of that land is $50 an acre 
in your opinion ? 
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Mr. McKeerver. That is strictly my opinion, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. That’s all of this witness. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Well, then, what is your opinion as to the value of 
the land which the Government owned, that is the pink No. 2 tract? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. As compared to the one which they received which 
is the dark over there, No. 1? 

Mr. McKeever. Sir, I am not familiar with that area at all, the 
area of the baseland. Iam not familiar with the market at all. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, how in the world could you compare, if you 
don’t know the value of both horses ? 

Mr. McKeever. I am not comparing. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know whether the deal was good or bad? 

Mr. McKeever. No, sir; I don’t. 

Mr. Horrman. I have no more questions. 

Mr. Smiru. Have you, Mr. McKeever, been over this pink area, have 
you walked over that ? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, I know the area very well. 

Mr. Sairn. Is it comparable to the area surrounding it where the 
sales were made ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. No, I would like to explain. There is one road of 
access built which is the road to Vulture Gold Mine. When you get 
beyond the road 5 or 6 miles the land west of the river is almost vir- 
tus ally wasteland. Land that would be west of here is certainly more 
desirable for any buyer, including grazing land, than it would be in 
this immediate area. Now, the fact that this has never been on the 
market, I don’t know what anything has sold for, all I know is the 
surrounding land, and I don’t know the comparison because I don't 
know the area. 

Mr. Monteomery. You took all that into account in making your 
opinion that that land in pink would be worth $50 an acre ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. As a broker I could have sold it for $50 an acre 
to many people in town. As I say, Jack Rabbit Wash cuts off a lot 
of land in here, so I don’t think $50 an acre as a basic figure in the 
overall picture could be reduced considerably. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Now. Mr. McKeever, you are a real estate broker? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In Phoenix ? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And for 6 years you have been a broker? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir; I have been a broker 41% years, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And part of that time you were a salesman ? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And how long have you lived in the Phoenix area? 

Mr. McKerver. I have been here 6 years. 

Mr. Moss. Six years? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Has there been substantial growth in the area? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, there has; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And has it extended out as far as the selected lands on 
the map there? 
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Mr. McKeever. It has gone farther west, but not north. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, the pattern of growth is a continuing one 
and is generally throughout the area rather than confined strictly to 
the urban section ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. I would like to explain that, if I may. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, if you would. 

Mr. McKeever. All right, the growth, as far as I know it, and the 
major factor is still the Hassayampa River, the growth of the Witt- 
man area has taken it farther north but there is no access to the land 
west of the Wittman area. There is no development in the area we 
are talking about. There has been in the valley and in Tonopah, 
which is further south and west. 

Mr. Moss. Has there been any development to it ? 

Mr. McKeever. Here is Tonopah right here. 

Mr. Moss. That is west. 

Mr. MeKerever. West of here, no, sir, none. This is wild, wide 
open country, full of mountains and small mines. There is no activity 
at all in here except here in Aguila. 

Mr. Moss. How about to the north ? 

Mr. McKeever. There is a lot of farming up here, this is choice 
farmland. 

Mr. Moss. Is that a major highway from Phoenix ? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, from Phoenix to Los Angeles, this is Highway 
60-70. This is just an old road, almost inaccessible at times. 

Mr. Moss. Now, have you any estimate of the acreage which is im- 
paired because of Jack Rabbit Wash 4 

Mr. McKeever. No, sir, I haven’t, because I would say in order 
to make a fair estimate we would have to break every section down 
with a map of the wash and break it down to sections. 

Mr. Moss. Is that a wash that occurs from periodic floodings? 

Mr. McKeever. It is a gigantic wash which comes from the moun- 
tains north of there and it continually washes roads out. I have been 
up there many times. 

Mr. Moss. It is a wash typical of the type of washes we get in 
desert country ? 

Mr. McKeever. No, it isn’t. This is very big and I am surprised 
itisnot on thismap. This map is too old, believe me. 

Mr. Moss. How big? 

Mr. McKeever. I would say in this area here it would take in at 
least a 5-mile stretch, maybe more. 

Mr. Moss. Width, length, or what ? 

Mr. McKeever. Well, length. It comes down by the road and has 
several tributaries that really wash out land. Now, I know there is 
no Geological Survey map of the area unless there is an up-to-date 
one, which I think the committee here should certainly have, because 
I know this map does not give a true picture of the particular lands 
we are talking about. 

Mr. Moss. It gives a true picture as to the location of the land? 

Mr. McKeever. What I am getting at is this, we are talking about 
land in this area here, and I am talking about a wash that is not 
shown here. It is not typical of a small wash that might be in Deer 
Valley or other areas. It isa gigantic wash that would actually make 
some of this land worthless, and my opinion of $50 an acre is based on 
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the land that would have no washes at all. What I am talking about 
is a piece of land that would be free of a gigantic wash. That would 
be worth $50 an acre to me. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s make it very clear that the purpose of these maps 
is not to depict accurately the topography of the area, but rather to 
er the location by township and the relationship of the land, in the 

‘ase of the second map there, to the Phoenix area. 

Mr. McKrever. I realize that. 

Mr. Moss. And we have no topographical map. I don’t know 
whether there is one available, but in the location it is a precise map, 
is it not ? 


Mr. McKerver. Right. 

Mr. Moss. So for the purposes used here, the map is an accurate 
portrayal ¢ 

Mr. McKerver. Right. 

Mr. Moss. Have you ever had any inquiries, in, say in the last 2 
years, from people who were interested in buying land in that area? 

Mr. McKeever. I have. 

Mr. Moss. Have you gone out and looked and tried to list prop- 
erties for sale in that area? 

Mr. McKerrver. Well, you don’t go out and look in that area, sir, 
because there is nobody living there. 

Mr. Moss. Well, do you go to the title company or the recorder’s 
office and look up maps and try to establish ownership, and contact 
them in order to make a listing? 

Mr. McKeever. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Has there been a tendency to hold or to sell? 

Mr. McKeever. I don’t know of any deeded land in that particular 
area 

Mr. Moss. It has been more of a tendency to hold? 

Mr. McKeever. No, most of the land has been State and Federal, 
so I have not come up with even any ownerships in that immediate 
area. 

Mr. Moss. But there is a considerable interest in acquiring owner- 
ships in that area? 

Mr. McKeever. There is, right. 

Mr. Moss. And is there a continuing contact with you by interested 
parties who appear to be willing buyers? 

Mr. McKeever. In west Maricopa County there is, yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. All right. I think that’s all the questions I have at 
the moment. 

Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. When you were testifying you said something 
about this land here, and there being a wash and you had your hand 
over that No. 2 parcel, didn’t you? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir, I did. 

Mr. Horrman. You are familiar with that land personally, are 
you? 
~ Mr. McKeever. I am familiar with the entire area. I have been 
in and out of the area many times. I am not familiar with that: see- 
tion of land, but I know the general area of the land. 

Mr. Horrman. There is no comparison as to value, as I understood 
your testimony, between the colored area and the land outside? 
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Mr. McKeever. I would say the land where there have been sales 
would be more desirable than this land here. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Can you say to what extent, percentage ? 

Mr. McKeever. It is hard to base any opinion, because there have 
been no sales in that area, there’s been no land for sale, there’s been no 
deeded land for sale in th: aut area that I know about. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You mean in the pink ¢ 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then you can’t make an accurate comparison ? 

Mr. McKeerver. Sir, I am not making a comparison. 

Mr. Horrman. You are not making any at all / 

Mr. McKeever. No, sir, lam not. 

Mr. Horrman. What are you testifying to, in a short sentence ? 

Mr. McKeever. I am testifying, in a short sentence, to what I, as a 
broker, could sell any land in the area of the pink land for in the 
last year. I have had a dozen people who would buy land at $50 an 
acre. 

Mr. Horrman. Outside of the pink area? 

Mr. McKeever. No, in the pink area, providing it was not in the 
deep wash. 

Mr. Horrman. Provided what ? 

Mr. McKeever. Provided it was not in the deep wash. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, the deep wash is there, isn’t it ? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, it is very large, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then you can’t get—I don’t figure that. I can’t see 
how that is—it doesn’t help me. You say you could sell it if it wasn’t 
so and so, but you can’t sell anything if money wants to buy it, and 
you can’t sell it because the wash is in \ the area. 

Mr. McKeever. But the wash isn’t sdievaiaal the whole area. You 
could sell a section here and there for $50 an acre providing the wash 
didn’t go through the property. 

Mr. Horrman. But you haven’t any prospects in mind? 

Mr. McKeever. I certainly have. 

Mr. Horrman. You what ? 

Mr. McKeever. I certainly have. 

Mr. Horrman. In the pink area? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You are an up-to-date real estate boy ; how come you 
haven’t been in on this bonanza ? 

Mr. McKeever. I don’t know these men, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know what? 

Mr. McKeever. I don’t know the gentlemen in question. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, do you always have to know the fellow that 
owns the land before you can do anything about it? Did you ever ask 
anybody if you can buy that land? 

Mr. McKeever. I have my own method of doing business. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t ask anybody who own ns lands? 

Mr. McKeever. The pink land is Government land. 

Mr. Horrman. I thought the pink land was private land. 

Mr. McKeever. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Am I wrong? Didn’t they trade the pink land for 
the dark land over here in No. 1? 

Mr. Moss. We are asking Mr. McKeever for his opinion as to values. 
The land was not patented to the new owners until the latter part of 
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August of 1959. For all practical purposes it is a contemporary 
transaction. ‘ 

Mr. McKeever. Sir, the land you are asking me about was Govern- 
ment land when I checked the ownership the last time. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you ever make application for it ? 

Mr. McKeever. You can’t. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean the Government won't sell or trade? 

Mr. McKeever. They will sell at a public sale. You can request a 
public auction or an exchange. This is the only method which yoy 
get Federal land. , 

Mr. Moss. Any more questions? 

Mr. Smirn. I have a question. 

How wide is this Jack Rabbit Wash, how wide is that? 

Mr. McKeever. I wouldn’t begin to state. I know in parts it is q 
quarter of a mile wide. 

Mr. Smitn. Would that be the widest, do you think? 

Mr. McKeever. I don’t know. I just remember by seeing it on the 
map that I have in my office. 

Mr. Sairu. It is 5 miles long, you say ? 

Mr. McKeever. At least. 

Mr. Smirn. So altogether, to be liberal, it might be a section anda 
half, is that right ? 

Mr. McKeever. I’m talking about the main body of the wash; it 
cuts off in several tributaries. 

Mr. Smirn. So in relation to the size of the area it wouldn’t amount 
to much, would it? 

Mr. McKeever. It would amount to a great deal. 

Mr. Situ. Well, how much ? 

Mr. McKeever. I’m not an expert on that. I would have to sit 
down with a geographic survey map. 

Mr. Smiru. It wouldn’t exceed 2 sections by any stretch of the ima- 
gination by your own figures? 

Mr. McKeever. My opinion is it would take in more. I could be 
wrong either way. It isa very big one. 

Mr. Moss. We will request a geological survey, or of the engineers 
that they supply us with information which accurately states the area, 
which will probably be gaged as a result of the slue or the wash or 
whatever it is. 

Any further questions? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, I would like to ask, and if he doesn’t know, 
counsel, didn’t Stegall and Taylor or Lawrence get that pink land, 
No. 2? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you ever tried ot buy any of it ? 

Mr. McKeever. No, sir, I haven’t tried to buy any of it. 

Mr. Horrman. You say, talking about that wash, there is a lot of 
little washes run into it? 

Mr. McKeever. Yes, right, I just made that statement. 

Mr. Horrman. Any idea how many? 

Mr. McKeever. I couldn’t begin to guess. I would say at least 20. 

Mr. Moss. Well, if there are 20, there is still possible control of 
washes if land is under pressure for development, so that wouldn’t be 
an insurmountable barrier, nor would it greatly impair the value of 
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the land. You will find all sorts of washes when you start getting out 
in the desert. 

Mr. Horrman. I have been trying to find if the Government made a 
good or bad deal, and if they made a bad one maybe they better change 
employees or officers. 

Mr. Moss. That’s all any of us are trying to find out. 

Mr. McKeever, I want to thank you on behalf of the subcommittee 
for your appearance. 

We will have a recess of 2 or 3 minutes. 

(Short recess taken.) 

Mr. Moss. The committee will now come to order. 

The next witness will be Mr. Stanley J. Dru, who is appearing in 
response to a subpena by this committee. 


TESTIMONY OF STANLEY J. DRU, DEVELOPER, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Drv. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Dru. My name is Stanley J. Dru. 

Mr. Moss. You may be seated, and will you kindly speak into the 
microphone ? 


Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Dru, will you state for the record the nature 
of your business in Phoenix? 


Mr. Dru. I am in business for myself, and right now we are in the 
development business. 


Mr. Monrcomery. How long have you been connected with the land 
business here in Phoenix ? 

Mr. Drv. Six and one half years. 

Mr. Monrcomery. During that time you have become familiar with 
the value of land in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Are you familiar with the area involved in the 
selected lands in this case ? 

Mr. Drv. I know where they are. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you tell the subcommittee, give the com- 
mittee your opinion of the values of the lands in that area? 

Mr. Drv. The values of this desertland in Arizona, in my opinion 
it is almost worthless, $5 an acre, if you want to put it that way, but 
the tremendous growth of Phoenix and in the area and this situation 
of inflation where most of the people here have been hearing about 
the fabulous amount of money certain people have been making, they 
want to buy land, so that the demand of the real estate here in Mari- 
copa County has been bringing terrific amounts of prices, some ridicu- 
lous, I agree. 

Mr. Monreomery. That is the speculative market you are speak- 
ing of? 

Mr. Drv. That is correct? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you take the microphone and go over by the 
map and point out some areas and give the subcommittee some idea of 
what land in that vicinity is selling for? 
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Mr. Drv. This area here [indicating selected lands on the map] 5 
years ago would be selling about $15, $20 an acre, and then Sperry 
Rand moved into the Deer Valley area, and then there was a rumor 
that it was purchasing property here at Highway 60-70, near Witt. 
man, and overnight the prices went up to $150, $200 an acre. 

Mr. Montecomery. At what time was that, Mr. Dru, approximately? 

Mr. Drv. In 1957. 

Mr. Monteomery. 1957? 

Mr. Drv. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. And you state the values on the market again 
$150 an acre? 

Mr. Drv. That is correct, when previously if you paid $30 or $20 
it wasn’t such a good investment. 

Mr. Mosnoonseny. That would be for grazing use or agricultural 
purposes ? 

Mr. Drv. Well, as a matter of fact, a lot of people bought it with- 
out even looking at the property. They just wanted to buy in the 
area, period. 

Mr. Montcomery. I believe that you informed the committee coun- 
sel during an interview that you had occasion to purchase or sell a 
piece of land in the area of the selected land. I believe it is identified 
by a cross down in the southwest boundary. 

Mr. Drv. I will give you an example here; sec. 33, 5 N., 1 E, 1 
bought that property for $150 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you still own it? 

Mr. Dru. No: I sold it 3 months later for $200 to Central Invest- 
ment, who sold it for $750 per acre. That was 20 months ago. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is indicative of the way these land values 
are exploding all over that area ‘ 

Mr. Drv. That's right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Let me point out to you, Mr. Dru, the tract or 
section of land here [indicating an area on the map near the south- 
west boundary of the selected land] section 16; were you involved in 
a sale or purchase there / 

Mr. Drv. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you tell the subcommittee about that 

Mr. Dru. We are purchasing this property right here right now, 
320 acres, for $47,500. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, that’s approximately a half section of 
land, 320 acres? 

Mr. Dru. Well, actually it is 316 acres, because it is a short section. 

Mr. Monteomery. For $47,500? 

Mr. Drv. That’s correct. The people we brought it from, they pur- 
chased it for I believe $29,000 nine months ago. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Dru, will you identify the township and 
range number of the section involved in this recent transaction ? 

Mr. Drv. It is lots 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, the southeast quarter of the 
northwest quarter, and the south half of the northeast quarter of see- 
tion 6, 2 north, 6 west. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Dru, what is, in your opinion, the dif- 
ference, if any, between the land that you sold and the land that the 
Government traded on this exchange? Is it substantially the same, 
topography, access ¢ 
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Mr. Horrman. Wait a minute, Mr. Chairman, I haven’t objected 
before, but if you will notice all the way through counsel's questions 
have been extremely leading. He has put into this last question prac- 
tically everything, suggesting those things in it with a suggested 
answer of yes or no. 

Mr. Moss. Well, are you protesting the line of questioning, Mr. 
Hotiman ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. Not the line, generally overall, but this last ques- 
tion. It is very suggestive. It 1s a statement of counsel, then all the 
witness needs to do is say “Yes,” and I would like to have the witness 
tell what he is placing the value on. 

Mr. Moss. May be have the question read ? 

(The record was read.) 

Mr. Moss. I don’t think that the question is leading in a manner 
which would attempt to deprive the witness of the opportunity to 
freely express his own independent opinion. He seems to be quite 
competent to do that. I think it is requesting his conclusion as to 
whether there is a similarity or substantive difference between the 
two pieces of land, and I see nothing improper about it. 

Will the witness please go ahead and respond / 

Mr. Drv. Well, 1 can describe the property we are purchasing. 
It is a level land, straight land, without any washes or hills or any- 
thing like that. In other words, you can cultivate the property, you 
can produce on the property. It might be the same type of land 
might be part of it in here, I don’t know. 

Mr. Monrecomery. In your opinion what would be the effect of 
a rough, rugged topography in the speculative market of land in 
which a lot of people are engaged around Phoenix ? 

Mr. Drv. I don’t get your question. 

Mr. Montcomery. Would a rough topography make a substantial 
difference in the selling price which could be received for the land in 
that area ? 

Mr. Drv. I don’t understand. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In other words, if you had a comparatively level 
piece of land, I realize probably none of it out there is real level, but 
relatively level as compared with one quite rugged, what in your opin- 
ion would be the difference in the selling price on the speculative 
market ? 

Mr. Drv. Well, again it is very hard to say, because of the improve- 
ments on certain hills, certain hills here in the Phoenix area have 
been selling for more than the level land because of the view of the 
city. 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, you are a dealer in real estate; what value 
would you place on the selected land ? 

Mr. Drv. On the selected land ? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yes, as of the date this transaction was consum- 
mated which was August of 1959. 

Mr. Drv. That would be on a cash basis? 

Mr. Montcomery. That’s right. 

Mr. Drv. Well, the land, in my opinion naturally, is worth about 
between $50, $60, or $75, between $50 and S75 per acre now. It all 
depends how I could buy it. If I could get good conditions, purchase 
releases and so forth, it might go through, because the property is 
58 thousand, I understand. 
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Mr. Monrcomery. Yes. If you had that property listed with you, 
you feel that you would have no difficulty in selling it from $50 to 
$75 per acre, is that your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Drv. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. As of the time that this transaction was con. 
summated ? 

Mr. Drv. I would say so. 

Mr. Montcomery. That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. Have you tried to buy any of that that you 
could sell for from $50 to $65 or $75 an acre? 

Mr. Drv. In which area are you referring to? 

Mr. Horrman. The one you are testifying about. You said certain 
land you would value at a certain price, and that’s what I am ask- 
ing about. Have you tried to buy any of that ? 

Mr. Drv. Of this property here ? 

Mr. Horrman. The one you were testifying about. 

Mr. Drv. I already bought it. 

Mr. Horrman. Bought what? 

Mr. Drv. The land I am testifying about. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean this pink? 

Mr. Drv. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Where is the land you bought ? 

Mr. Drv. I gave the legal description, 2 north, 6 west, section 6, 
right here, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is south and west of the pink land? 

Mr. Drv. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. And is there any road there? 

Mr. Drv. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Just back in the—— 

Mr. Drv. You have to take a jeep to get to the property. 

Mr. Horrman. You paid that price because you thought it is going 
up? 

Mr. Drv. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you tried to buy any of the land in the pink 
No. 2? 

Mr. Drv. How can I buy property in the pink? 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t know. I don’t live here. 

Mr. Drv. You are asking an impossible question, sir. This prop- 
erty is Government land. How can I purchase it ? 

Mr. Horrman. Somebody else did. You can buy some other land 
outside somewhere and trade for it, can’t you ? 

Mr. Drv. If I find land enough to exchange it then it is a different 
question; yes, sir, I would try to exchange it with the Government; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then the only fellow who ean get this Government 
land is some fellow who has something to trade for it, is that right! 

Mr. Drv. That is correct : one of the means. 

Mr. Horrman. These fellows outside couldn’t get these lands, 
could they ? 

Mr. Drv. It is one of the means you can buy. There are different 
ways you can purchase land from the Government. 
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rou. Mr. Horrman. We have had sales made to individuals here where 
) to they got a lot more for the land than this land supposedly was worth, 
but Finesse fellows that paid the prices outside couldn’t buy this pink 
land, couldthey? You can’t buy it, you say. 

Mr. Drv. Mr. Hoffman, may I ask you, do you know how to ac- 
quire Government property? It takes 2 years. 

Mr. Horrman. No, no, no, no, I’m not a witness. I’m just asking 
you why you didn’t buy this land, and you said you couldn’t buy it 
because you didn’t have the qualifications of a buyer, Now, we have 
heard testimony here pretty near all morning about the sales to people 
outside who couldn’t buy any pink land, could they? 

Mr. Dru. This was an exchange, sir. 

: Mr. Horrman. Did you hear my question, the one I was asking you? 
‘aa Mr. Dru. I don’t understand what you are talking about. 
Be Mr. Horrman. I will try once more. 
Mr. Dru. OK. 
Mr. Horrman. These people that we have heard land was sold 
to—— 
Mr. Dru. Which ones, sir? 
Mr. Horrman. What? 
Mr. Dru. Which ones are you talking about, people who bought 
property around the area ? 
Mr. Horrman. Yes. 
ape Mr. Dru. OK. 
lon 8) Mr. Horrman. They weren't acceptable purchasers for this land, 
they couldn’t buy Government land, could they ? 
Mr. Dru. That I can’t answer. 
Mr. Horrman. You say you couldn’t buy it because you didn’t have 
any land to exchange, didn’t you? 
Mr. Drv. No, sir. 
Mr. Horrman. Why didn’t you buy something in the pink if it was 
sold here for, we will say, $2, when it ought to have been $10? 
> FOMS Mr. Drv. I am not involved in anything with Government ex- 
changes. 

Mr. Horrman. You said a while ago you couldn't buy it because you 
didn’t have any land to trade in. 

Mr, Drv. I don’t have land to exchange. I wasn’t interested in 
this particular area, I wasn't interested to acquire so much land, and 
that was the reason why I did not bother with it. 

S$ prop- Mr. Horrman. Didn't you tell me a moment ago, didn’t I ask you 
why you didn’t buy some land in the pink, and didn’t you reply you 
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ing purchasers of land outside and who paid far more than the pink 
land was appraised at, they could not qualify as purchasers of the pink 
land, could they ? 

Mr. Moss. Now, just a moment, there is no evidence at all that in- 
dicates that. The instances of sales in the vicinity of the area nearby 
the selected lands were for the purposes of establishing values on 
lands nearby where there were willing sellers and willing buyers, 
There has been nothing established as to whether or not those buyers 
could, or whether they were interested in, purchasing in the area of 
the selected lands, and so any statement on that by any member of the 
committee is only their own conclusions drawn from the testimony but 
clearly not part of the testimony itself. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, of course, you have absolute power on that, 
and I’m not hurt at all by any ruling you make. That’s all right, 
but what you have done here this morning is to show that indiv iduals 
outside paid a much higher price for land they bought than the land 
which the Government traded off was valued at. Now, what I’m try- 
ing to establish, and apparently it is on the record already, is that 
these people who made those purchases of which you have given evi- 
dence could not be purchasers of the pink land, and if they couldn't 
and wanted the land in that vicinity, they were forced by circum- 
stances to pay a higher price. 

Mr. Moss. No, that is again the precise error you made previous sly. 
The testimony was not offered for the purpose of indicating whether 
or not they were interested in buying in the red blocked-out area, but 
rather was evidence of value in the adjoining areas. It had no other 
purpose whatsoever, and I might add it follows a very orthodox pat- 
tern of establishing relative values, nothing at all unusual about it. 

Mr, Horrman. That's all right, but if the market is open only to 
a certain class of purchasers, and they are insistent on owning some- 
thing that is for sale, they will have to buy where they can and the 
price will be influenc ed, of course. 

Mr. Moss. That is a conclusion and not the nature of the evidence 
that was submitted this morning. 

Mr. Horrman. You have a group of very alert, qualified real es- 
tate operators here in Phoenix, haven’t you? It’s a growing com- 
munity and all ? 

Mr. Dru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I wonder if you will explain why all of you or 
some of you didn’t buy all this land, why you just left it 3 » thie one 
outfit down there. 

Mr. Drv. I don’t even know the people who bought the property, 
I don’t even know them. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you ever seen any evidence that any undue 
influence was brought to bear on any Federal employee in making an 
appraisal of this land ? 

Mr. Drv. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then as I get it, the substance of your testimony 
is that they just didn’t correctly interpret the trend in the market, is 
that it ? 

Mr. Dru. I assume so. 

Mr. Horrman. And you will admit, will you not, that they couldn't 
go out into the market as did these real estate dealers and sell this 
land adjoining? 
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Mr. Dru. The Government cannot go to real estate offices and sell 
property. 

Mr. HorrmMan. So the Government was obliged in making any deal 
to find someone whe had other land to trade, wasn’t it ? 

Mr. Drv. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. You can see that, can’t you, why they didn’t make 
a better deal? If the Government could have sold its or the pink 
land, there was no reason why they couldn’t have profited and got a 
higher price, was there ? 

Mr. Drv. They can do whatever they want. 

Mr. Horrman. What ? 

Mr. Dru. They can do whatever they want, more power to them 
if they can get it for this little, I can’t stop them. 

Mr. HorrmMan. They can’t do it under the law, you say ? 

Mr. Drv. More power to them, I say, if they can get it at such a low 
price. 

Mr. Horrman. I will ask this general over-all questic m and that 
will be all: If you owned the pink land yourself, under the circum- 
stances what would you have done, tr: aded it or not? 

Mr. Dru. If I was the Government, the owner of the pink prop- 
erty / 

Mr. Horrman. If you had owned the pink land instead of the Gov- 
ernment owning it, under the circumstances and the law that was, 
what would you have done about it ? 

Mr. Dru. [assure you I wouldn’t have exchanged it for a buck and 
a half, 

Mr. Horrman. You would have hung on to it ? 

Mr. Drv. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. It makes no difference whether they want to buy or 
sell ? 

Mr. Dru. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. And you want to buy and sell? 

Mr. Drv. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. And the Government was limited in purchasers, 
while you wouldn’t be, would you? That is to say, these folks outside 
that wanted land couldn’t buy it of the Government because the Gov- 
ernment land had to be paid for in land, not in cash, is that right? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Horrman. He hasn’t answered the question. 

Mr. Drv. I don’t know what you are asking. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, let it go, I will waive it. 

Mr. Moss. I think we should make it clear, because I don’t want any 
misunderstanding. Mr. Dru is not here in the role of a complainant. 
He is here in response to a subpena to give us his best judgment as to 
value, and for no other purpose. 

Mr. Horrman. Don’t misunderst: und me, you or he or anybody in the 
audience. I’m not complaining, I don’t care what he says, it makes no 
difference to me. 

Mr. Moss. I want it clear he is here for the purpose of giving us his 
judgment as to value. 

Mr. Smirn. Let me try to get clear in my own mind the facts con- 


cerning purchases or property in this area. If the Government had 
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divided that into tracts of one section each, then what, in your judg- 
ment, would they have been able to sell it for? 

Mr. Drv. W ell, it has been a fact here that when they auction some- 
thing it brings more profit to the Government than any other way. 

Mr. SmirH. But in answer to my quest ion, if they hs id divided it into 
one section tracts and then sold it, in your judgment how much would 
they have been able to get for it, on an average ? 

Mr. Drv. They would hav » averaged between $50 and $75 per acre, 

Mr. Samir. Now, the ae question is this—— 

Mr. Dru. Excuse me, and had made it available to a lot more people 
than only to a certain group that could afford to purchase a big amount 
of property such as 58,000 acres. 

Mr. Smiru. Now, there was some question here as to what you 
meant when you said you couldn’t have bought that land. Does this 
have to do with the amount being offered, or what was the reason for 
that answer ¢ 

Mr. Dru. No, I am not a—we don’t do business in exchanges of 
land. We are not interested in exchanges of land. We believe the 
time we spend exchanging with the Government, it takes about 2 years, 
that it is not worth it to be bothered as far as I am concerned, that i is 
my opinion. Some people want to take 2 or 3 years, well, that’s fine. 

Mr. Smiru. We are talking about two diffe rent things when we talk 
about purchases and exch unges 2 

Mr. Drv. That’s right. 

Mr. Smitu. You are saying that you would be willing to purchase 
maybe 1-section tracts or 2 sections or something, but not be involved 
in a 58,000 acre exchange? 

Mr. Drv. No, because I can’t afford to buy a big amount like that. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Moss, I have one I forgot. 

Mr. Moss. All right. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you say that land you bought could be culti- 
vated and cropped ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You didn’t know anything about the land in the 
pink, whether it was up or down or hilly or what? 

Mr. Drv. Sir, I just found out about the land in the pink for the 
last 2 days. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. sp are you a real estate broker ? 

Mr. Drv. I have a real estate broker’s license; yes. 

Mr. Moss. You ha’ ave a license, how do you operate, as a working 
broker or primarily as an independent i investor ? 

Mr. Drv. As an independent, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You buy and sell speculatively ? 

Mr. Drv. I used to, sir, not any more. 

Mr. Moss. And first, because ‘of the statement a moment ago that 
you became aware of this i in the last 2 days, are you generally familiar 
with the area ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Moss. Listed on the map there as the base or selected lands 
and outlined in pink? 

Mr. Drv. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. You are generally familiar with that area? 
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Mr. Dru. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. How far off the Phoenix-Los Angeles highway is it? 

Mr. Drv. It is about from Wittman about 6 or 7 miles. 

Mr. Moss. It is out by Wittman, and let me ask you, have you had 
any indication other than your own interest, of interest on the part 
of others who would be willing to buy in that area? 

Mr. Dru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And how has that interest been expressed ? 

Mr. Dru. Well, they call us up and they say they want to buy some 

roperty in that area. 

Mr. Moss. What do you suppose would happen if people were able 
to buy in tracts of 5 or 10 acres each in that general area, would 
there be a market in your opinion ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, it could have. 

Mr. Moss. Would it be at $1.50 an acre? 

Mr. Drv. No. 

Mr. Moss. What do you think it might be? 

Mr. Dru. Personally, I wouldn’t buy in that area less than 40 
acres. 

Mr. Moss. Well, supposing we made 40-acre tracts, what do you 
think it would be worth ? 

Mr. Drv. For the Government to sell it to the public here? 

Mr. Moss. Well, available from any source, Government or indi- 
viduals. 

Mr. Drv. It would have—that is not auction or anything, just the 
Government would offer it for sale? 

Mr. Moss. Just to buy 40 acres for X number of dollars. 

Mr. Drv. Forty acres for $2,000 I would consider a very good in- 
vestment. 

Mr. Moss. You feel just purely on the basis of speculation that there 
isa minima] value of $50 an acre? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir, and now it’s a lot more. 

Mr. Moss. Now you feel that it is even more, it would be a sound 
investment, not really too speculative, then, at $50 an acre ? 

Mr. Drv. Well, people still speculate in Deer Valley and pay $2,000 
an acre, and that’s their money. Naturally I wouldn’t buy that, I 
wouldn’t pay that much, $2,000 to speculate. 

Mr. Moss. But I say you feel $50 an acre would bea very safe price ? 

Mr. Dru. I would say so, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And that there would be really very little speculative 
risk involved if you bought it at that price? 

Mr. Drv. That would be a good price for the buyer and for the 
seller; I would say $50 an acre is a very good price. 

Mr. Moss. You are familiar with this general area; are you fa- 
miliar with this Jack Rabbit Wash ? 

Mr. Dru. Yes, I know the wash. 

Mr. Moss. Would that prove discouraging to you in determining 
whether or not you would acquire some of that land if it were avail- 
able in 40-acre chunks ? 

Mr. Drv. Well, the property in the wash here is worthless, because 
you can’t build, you can’t use it, nothing. So you will sell that part, 


but you won't get any revenue out of it. It will be part of the prop- 
erty that is adjacent. 
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Mr. Moss. In other words, you would put together packages of de- 


— land and they would have to take the w ash to get the « desirable 
an 


Mr. Drv. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. What do you think you would average on that basis? 

Mr. Drv. Still average $50. 

Mr. Moss. You feel that again would still be a safe average, not- 
withstanding the fact that there would be some careful packaging re- 
quired in or der to get rid of the less desirable of the property ¢ 

Mr. Drv. No, no, for example you can very well tell if you are look- 
ing at the land office plat, the survey, how big the wash is, the size, 
so you still would pay $50 per acre on the good ‘land. In other w ords, 
you might get 55 acres—15 are no eood—you still pay $2,000, $50 per 
acre. You don’t want to pay nothing for the land there, otherwise 
you lose unless somebody buys it from you without looking at it. 

Mr. Moss. Is there a stream going through this land ! 

Mr. Drv. It is not a stream, it is the—it is not even called a wash, it 
is a big—— 

Mr. Moss. I know what washes are. I notice on the map there, there 
is something that appears to be a stream, a river, or a creek. Is there 
one going through the land ? 

Mr. Dru. There are up in that area, mostly all over the desert area, 
mostly washes, small and big ones. 

Mr. Moss. Mostly dry streams / 

Mr. Dru. Yes, for the natural flow of water. 

Mr. Moss. Like the Los Angeles River. 

Do you have any idea as to what the water table is in that area? 
Mr. Dru. No, sir, there was no study in that area. Usually they 
don’t make a study in that area. As far as I am concerned, I have 
no—I haven’t heard of a study that was made in the area for water. 

Mr. Moss. Now, have you any familiarity at all with the general 
location of the other lands, the base lands that were involved in this 
transaction up in Mohave County 4 

Mr. Dru. No, sir, I don't. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any large communities, say, comparable to 
Phoenix or Tucson / 

Mr. Drv. In that particular area I don’t know, but in 1956 we 
purchased 65,000 acres out of Kingman. 

Mr. Moss. Well, is that near the base lands there ! 

Mr. Drv. I don’t know, this was Kingman, we purchased it in this 
area here. 

Mr. Moss. In 1956? 

Mr. Dru. That is the only thing I know in that area 

Mr: Moss. Yes, I think we have a record of that transaction, haven’t 
we! 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Do you still hold the lands you purchased up in Mojave 
County ‘ 

Mr. Drv. No, sir, the last thing I heard it sold for $28 an acre. 

Mr. Moss. Have you seen any activity in that county which ap- 
proaches the level of activity in Maricopa County ? 


Mr. Drv. As far as the growth of population, no, about normal. 
Mr. Moss. And land values? 
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Mr. Dru. Yes, on land values there have been terriffic increases. 
We paid $3.50 an acre, and it sold for $25, $28, so in Mohave it is 
going up, too. 

Mr. Mos:. Isthat pr imarily for agriculture uses ? 

Mr. Drv. Usually it is ranching. 

Mr. Moss. W hat would you classify the potential of this land to 
the west of Phoenix, the selected lands, is that for primarily agri- 
cultural or has it a higher use ? 

Mr. Drv. I would say that any purchaser who buys property in 
Maricopa County less than $75 per acre, I don’t care where it is lo- 
cated, he is making a very good investment. 

Mr. Moss. And do you regard that investment as being based on 
a use higher than stric tly agr icultural use ? 

Mr. Drv. Not only agricultural, but I think it is the demand that 
brings up the prices of property. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, there is a demand that is not related 
immediately to the yield the land itself can return ? 

Mr. Drv. No, sir, only rumors alone can make the price of the land 
go up two or three hundred dollars. You can’t blame the people. It 
is their land, if you want the land, you have to pay the price. 

Mr. Moss. There seems to be plenty of willing buyers. 

Mr. Drv. It seems like it. According to the statements the banks 
are sending out, they record 600 to 750 instruments a day of real estate 
transactions, mortgage releases, deeds, and so forth. That is the 
amount of record here in Maricopa County. 

Mr. Moss. About what is the population of Maric opa County ? 

Mr. Drv. I know the Greater Phoenix area is approximately 660,- 
000, and Phoenix City, which is about 350, I believe, greater Phoenix. 

Mr. Moss. It continues in a pattern of very rapid growth ? 

Mr. Drv. Maricopa County is where the population is located. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any other questions by any member of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Mr. Horrman. I have some. 

Did you say the price that was paid for the land adjoining the 
pink, some of the prices were ridiculous ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir, they are ridiculous when you buy, as I said be- 
fore, in my opinion desert land isn’t worth more than $5 an acre, 
but the people are willing to pay the prices, 

Mr. Horrman. What is the last time you were on the pink land, 
No. 2? 

Mr. Drv. I was on the pink land ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Drv. October 15. 

Mr. Horrman. This year? 

Mr. Drv. 1959, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What were you doing there ? 

Mr. Drv. I was hunting. 

Mr. Horrman. Why did you go up? 

Mr. Drv. I said I was hunting, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Hunting? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Horrman. Is there any brush, or what was on the land in the 
way of growth? 

Mr. Drv. It is desert there, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You say it is desert ? 

Mr. Drv. It is not developed land, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Is there water? 

Mr. Drv. There are rocks, cactus, just about you find everything, 

Mr. Horrman. Fertile soil, would it grow wheat, corn, fruit? 

Mr. Drv. No. 

Mr. Horrman. Grow nothing? 

Mr. Dru. If you work on the land hard enough, you might make 
it produce. 

Mr. Horrman. A crop or dust? 

Mr. Drv. I don’t think you can produce anything in there unlegs 
for ranching. 

Mr. Horrman. In there, you say, you have got your finger on the 
pink No. 2, you can’t produce anything in there? 2 

Mr. Drv. I don’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. Can you build on there? 

Mr. Drv. Build? That’s too far out. 

Mr. Horrman. What? 

Mr. Drv. Too far away, sir, it would be a terrific expense to bring 
waterlines and dig wells there. 

Mr. Horrman. You can’t get water there now with wells? 

Mr. Drv. You might; I don’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know somebody tried and couldn’t? 

Mr. Drv. People probably, if they owned the property they may 
have done that, sir; I don’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. I wonder if it would be proper to call a Mr. Doug- 
las who lived up that way as a witness later if we have time? 

Mr. Moss. I will be hi uppy to talk with Mr. Douglas and then de- 
termine whether or not he should be called. 

Mr. Horrman. He lived in there for a number of years and is quite 
familiar with it, I just learned. 

Mr. Moss. I want to find out what Mr. Douglas’ interests are, I 
am not going to grant a carte blanche here to anyone appearing, 
until I have met my responsibilities as chairman. 

Mr. Horrman. The staff has talked with some of them and didn’t 
want them because they didn’t think the testimony was relevant. 

Mr. Moss. That is a conclusion. The staff has discussed with me 
the witnesses, and the final determination of witnesses is a matter 
which I have reserved to myself, and I must continue to make that 
reservation. I will be very pleased to talk with Mr. Douglas, how- 
ever. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, if you were in the market for land, would 
you buy any of this in the pink now? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir, I would. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t want to make any offer for it? That is 
owned now by a private individual, is it ? 

Mr. Drv. Yes, sir; I understand a patent was issued by the US. 
Government to certain individuals. 

Mr. Horrman. And you don’t want to buy any land now? 


Mr. Drv. Sir? 
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Mr. Horrman. You haven’t asked any of the people who own this 
now to sell it to you? 

Mr. Drv. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know whether they would sell for $5 
an acre ¢ 

Mr. Drv. I would be very happy to buy for $5 an acre. 

Mr. Horrman. How much do you want? Of course, you would 
expect to make a profit ? 

Mr. Drv. That is right. 

Mr. HorrMan. You wouldn't be one of those who would pay a 
ridiculous price ? 

Mr. Drv. No. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Dru, I want to thank you on behalf of the subcom- 
mittee for your appearance, and you are excused at this time. 

The subcommittee will now recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 1 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene at 
2 p.m., of the same day. ) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now come to order. 

Before we have our next witness I want to make a statement. Dur- 
ing the recess I had enough people contact me expressing varying types 
of convictions that if I were to grant all the requests it would keep me 
here for a number of additional days. This subcommittee has sched- 
uled its investigation, has its witnesses, and barring most pressing 
developments will pursue its presently scheduled course. I know that 
my colleagues have to return to Washington. I have to return to 
Washington. I cannot, even though I would enjoy spending a much 
longer period i in this very delightful climate, I cannot indulge myself 
and I am going to have to return in keeping with the schedule made 
sometime ago. 

I am somewhat intrigued by the number of those who contacted me, 
in view of the fact that I issued a press release from Washington on 
Thursday of last week announcing these hearings and stating that Mr. 
Montgomery, representing the committee, would be at the Adams 
Hotel in Phoenix, and those desiring to appear or to offer testimony 
could contact him there and undertake to initiate the necessary ar- 
rangements. No one availed themselves of that opportunity until last 
evening, by which time, as I indicated earlier, I had completed the 
schedule. So with great regret I want it to be very clear that the sub- 
committee will adhere to its schedule, and only most unusual requests 
for appearances will be entertained. 

With that we will now proceed to our next witness, Miss Velma 
Grant. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, and I think I do, 
time permits us now to hear only those witnesses who have been sched- 
uled. Now, in addition to that, may I ask whether the witnesses who 
have wanted to appear may file written statements? 

Mr. Moss. They may file with the subcommittee statements which 
we will receive and then consider for the record. 
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Any levity is not necessary here. That is a custom of the Congress, 
of the committees of the Congress. It does not, as the guffaw would 
indicate, reflect a prejudiced attitude on the part of the sube ommittee 
or itschairman. The gentleman whose action caused my remarks has 
no illusions as to what I mean. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Are you talking about me? 

Mr. Moss. I am not talking about you. 

Mr. Horrman. Oh, I didn’t know what it was about. 

Mr. Moss. As chairman of the subcommittee I will always conduct 
it in strict accordance to the Rules of the House of Representatives, 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t think there is anything funny about it any- 
where along the line. 


TESTIMONY OF VELMA GRANT, REAL ESTATE AGENT, PHOENIX, 
ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Miss Gran. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Miss Grant. Velma Grant, 515 West Belmont Avenue, Phoenix, 

Mr. Moss. Will you please adjust that microphone so that we can 
hear you? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Miss Grant, you are presently engaged in buying 
and selling of real estate to some extent in Mohave County / 

Miss Gran. Yes, that’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You feel that you are acquainted with the values 
of lands in Mohave County ? 

Miss Grant. Well, I have some knowledge of values. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Are you familiar with the base lands that were 
traded to the Government in this Stegall-Lawrence exchange? 

Miss Grant. I had knowledge that an exchange was being nego- 
tiated when I first went into the north, but I have never been over 
that particular land. I have looked at it on a topographical map 
and I know the general area, but the specific land I am not familiar 
with. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have knowledge as to what the applicants 
Stegall and Lawrence paid for that land ? 

Miss Grant. No, I don’t. I heard various prices, sir, but to be posi- 
tive I don’t know. 

Mr. Montcomery. At the time this exchange was initiated and the 
appraisal made, which was during the year 1959, or late 1958—the 
date of the appraisal—what in your opinion was the value of lands 
in the vicinity of the base land in Mohave Conty ? 

Miss Granv. I think, sir, that that would depend a great deal on 
where the land was located, ‘the general terrain, how much of it would 
be what the speculator, which is not a nice word but it boils down to 
that, would feel was usable land. 

Now, when the terrain gets too rough a great many speculators 
don’t go into the market because of certain restrictions on resale, A 
great deal would depend on what kind of terms you would incur, and 
I think the size of the acreage is a factor, to, in determining how much 
an investor pays. At least, it would be in my particular case. 
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Mr. Monrecomery. You are familiar with the size of the tract in- 
volved here ‘ 

Miss Grant. Yes, l am; approximately so. 

Mr. MontcoMeEry. Quite a large tract / 

Miss GRANT. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Would you say the appraisal made by the 
Bureau of Land Management appraiser in connection with this ex- 
change, of $4 an acre, would be a fair price? Would it be high or 
would it be low 4 

Miss Grant. Well, let me say this to you, sir, if at that time—if 1 
may just express this in my own thinking? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes. 

Miss Grant. At that particular time if you were on the open market 
looking for a ready, willing, and able purch: iser for that number of 
acres to pay cash, 1 would say probably you would have done very 
well to get that cash for it, because that eliminates a tremendous 
amount of speculators and they are the ones that agree to this rise in 
the market. In my opinion, I feel that is a correct statement. 

Mr. Monteomery. On the speculative market, if the owner of that 
land would have divided it up and sold it in smaller acreages, would 
he have gotten more ? 

Miss Grant. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Montcomery. How much more? 

Miss Grant. It would depend again on what size parcels. For 
example, if you would put 5,000 acres on the market, all cash, you 
would have a great many more purchasers interested than if you would 
put up 10, 000 acres, because the more money involved the more buy- 
ers iteliminates. There are more people, like for instance myself and 
many others I know, that the amount of cash involved is a tremendous 
factor. 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, you agree that the speculative market 
should be considered in appraising any piece of property, real estate? 

Miss Grant. Oh, I don’t think ‘there is : any question but what your 
speculative market certainly—in other words, it does establish, at 
least in my mind it would establish, a barometer or yardstick that can 
be generally used, but I think then again you would have to compare 
the terms and conditions upon the property that was sold on a specu- 
lative basis and the property being sold for cash and in larger parcels. 
I mean those are very, very definite factors. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Then considering the speculative factor, in con- 
nection with the lands we are talking about in Mohave County, would 
you say that $10, $12 an acre would be a fair figure, or would it be 
more or less ? 

Miss Grant. Now, would you say that again ? 

You are asking me if in 1959 if it was cut into smaller pieces for 
$10 or $12 an acre, and are you speaking now of cash, would that be 
a fair value; is that your question ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Give the committee the benefit of your opinion 
on both cash and terms. 

Miss Granv. I can tell you very, very easily that the more lenient 
the terms are, certainly the value of the land—you can obtain a better 
price for it if your terms are right and your releases are there; there 
Is no comparing the price you can obtain for acreage and the acreage 
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you sell for cash, or that you sell where you give no releases, that algo 
applies. 

Mr. Montcomery. The committee has information that you were 
involved in a transaction in Mohave County involving some 23.009 
acres of land there, and the selling price was in the neighborhood of 
$12.50 an acre; is that right ? 

Miss Grant. That is correct. I bought a portion of an option that 
that was owned by another, and he happens to be a cattleman, and 
we jointly exercised it, and the portion I purchased has 23,000 acres— 
it had about 2,300 less when we got to an actual survey—and that came 
to $12.50 an acre. That was on terms with a 10-year balance and 
with releases. 

Mr. Montcomery. You would say a speculative factor was involved 
in that case ? 

Miss Grant. Oh, yes; that’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. And the size of the acreage here being 23,000, 
do you think that that might be comparable in any respect to the large 
tract involved in this exchange? 

Miss Grant. I don’t think 23,000 acres would be a factor for a great 
many investors or speculators, but it was a factor where I was con- 
cerned, and I sold a portion of my option, which took care of some of 
that acreage. In other words, there were manipulations in there that 
made it possible to handle that size acreage. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, as to conditions in Mohave County gen- 
erally, do you think that this genera] rise in prices has been prevalent 
throughout the county? If so, would you say that it makes a differ. 
ence, depending upon the location of the land and the topography? 

Miss Grant. No question that topography is a great factor. Your 
location is another factor. For instance, if you are near Highway No, 
66 and if you have trackage or power; there is some of the property 
up there that has a gasline through it—those things are factors in 
what investors will pay for. If you go back to the boondocks where 
there is a very poor road and just one road to headquarters, where the 
rest of the property has to be traveled by jeep or horses, that’s another 
factor. 

Mr. Montcomery. Relating your remarks to these various factors 
which have an influence on the price of land in Mohave County, I di- 
rect your attention to the base lands in this case, the area marked in 
the black checkerboard pattern on the map, and will ask your opinion: 
Is the location of these lands good or bad ? 

Miss Grant. I was looking at that map this morning when testi- 
mony was being given, and I have never seen a map—where this land 
borders on it, is this the upper border here, is that Highway 66? 

Mr. Montcomery. I don’t know; I was about to ask you that ques- 
tion. 

Miss Grant. Well, I would say that it is. Here’s a railroad, here's 
Peach Springs, that’s the country that I am familiar with, and this 
portion here is off 66. I think 66 frontage, sir, is here. It looks to 
me like just Tonopah, Santa Fe probably comes along here someplace, 
so there is some 66, I think there is. 

Mr. Montcomery. In that case it would have relatively good access! 

Miss Grant. That’s right; unless right in there your terrain would 
be so rough. 
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Mr. Montcomery. You don’t know about the terrain ? 

Miss Grant. Not in that particular area, but to say the property 
starts or terminates here, I have never been interested to the extent 
to try to watch it on the speedometer, so as to more or less locate it. 
I have been by it. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have any general remarks you would care 
to make on this subject ? 

Miss Grant. Oh, I have some opinions about the Federal land, but 
I don’t think that the subcommittee is here for that today, are they ? 

Mr. Monteomrry. Mr. Chairman, that’s all the questions that I have 
at this time. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. If I went to the records and found sales marked 
with a Government stamp on the land to the north and to the east 
of the land designated on the map as No. 2 in pink, would that tell 
me what the land was worth or the market price of it ? 

Miss Grant. If you went to the hall of records and you found 
where there have been sales in the general area of your public land, 
your Federal land, would that tell you what the land sold for, is that 
your question ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Miss Grant. You could determine that by the Federal stamps that 
are affixed. 

Mr. Horrman. Don’t you know some people buying land are will- 
ing to pay a little more for fellows to put on Federal stamps to boost 
the purchase price ? 

Miss Grant. I have been told that. 

Mr. Horrman. You and I never did that, but that would be open 
to someone who is a little less honest, wouldn’t it? 

Miss Grant. I presume that is correct. I assumed it was placed 
there by the title company in accordance with the amount of money 
actually paid. 

Mr. Horrman. And before you would place too much reliance on 
the considerations stated in a deed you would want to know whether 
it was paid in cash, whether a dead horse was traded in for it, or 
how long a term the purchaser had to pay, and what the interest rate 
was, wouldn’t you ? 

Miss Grant. That is 100 percent correct. If there was a mortgage 
of record, you could determine some of those factors. 

Mr. Horrman. If I went to the register of deeds—— 

Miss Grant. We call them the recorder’s office. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, if I went to that office and looked at the record 
of sales and looked at the stamps, if I was a cautious person I wouldn’t 
buy adjoining land on what information I got there, would I? 

Miss Grant. That is probably right, but you could ask for a title 
search. 

Mr. Horrman. Does the title search tell what it is worth ? 

Miss Grant. No, but it tells all the transactions that followed previ- 
ously, it gives you a picture of the chain of titles, and certainly all 
of it wouldn't have been cheating on stamps. 

Mr. Horrman. What has that to do with value? 

Miss Grant. At least you would have some idea what it sold for 
the year before and the year before that. 
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Mr. Horrman. Not without knowing the terms of the sale? 

Miss Grant. Well, no that’s correct. No, your deed doesn’t cover 
that. 

Mr. Horrman. I[ think that’s all. 

Mr. Smiru. I don’t have any questions. 

Mr. Moss. Miss Grant, you are a licensed real estate broker? 

Miss Grant. Mr. Chairman, did you say am I? 

Mr. Moss. Miss Grant, are you a licensed real estate broker ? 

Miss Grant. Not at this time. I was licensed in the State of Calj- 
fornia for over 30 years, but I have not been licensed in Arizona, 

Mr. Moss. How long have you been in Arizona ? 

Miss GRANT. Since 1951. 

Mr. Moss. Since 1951 ¢ 

Miss Grant. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Have you been engaging in real estate, then, in a sales 

capacity ¢ 

Miss Grant. You mean have I been buying and selling since 1951? 

Mr. Moss. Well, what has been the nature of your activity, an in- 
dependent investor, or has it been as a representative of others ? 

Miss Grant. Well, when I came into the State in 1951 I had pur- 
chased a piece of land in Tucson, developed it into a farm, was prac- 
tically ruined, went back to buying and selling in 1956. In some of 
the transac tions I have had, I have had friends and associations who 
have gone in on a limited partnership basis, but I have not publicly 
solicited investors or anything like that, and I don’t represent other 
people in transactions. 

Mr. Moss. Do you handle a substantial number of land transactions 
in the course of, say, a year? 

Miss Grant. Well, this past year there was quite a lot of acreage in- 
volved; the year before practically nothing. 

Mr. Moss. You are an independent investor, then ¢ 

Miss Grant. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Now, we have gotten around to the question of the value 
of determining the price at “which other transactions in a given area, 
the sales price, and the question was raised as to the ease with which 
people could overstate valuation through the purchase of additional 
documental stamps. What have your observations been as to the 
number of people who follow that practice 4 

Miss Grant. Well, my personal opinion, Mr. Chairman, would be 
that it is very limited. I mean I couldn’t conceive of why anyone 
would want to use that practice. Land is high enough as it is. 

Mr. Moss. Would your observation be comparable to my own expe- 
rience, where people seem to protest the paying of that and regard it 
as somewhat of a nuisance, and they don’t want to pay a dime more 
than they have to? 

Miss Grant. I don’t want to pay more than I have to, because the 
title charges, you have enough charges, anyway to pay. 

Mr. Moss. Anyway, you might find one or two eager beavers who 
want to create a false i impression as to value when you take selectively 
and pick transactions in an area around and you get most of the trans- 
actions, the majority of the people would be fairly honest as to their 
statement of the purchase price, wouldn’t they ? 

Miss Grant. I wouldn’t see any reason why they wouldn’t be, and I 
truthfully can say that the people I have d “alt with, with the exception 
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of possibly one or two persons, and I mean over a period of years, I 
never questioned their statement. I had no desire to go and even look 
and see What the stamps were. In the first place, an investor goes out 
and he knows or he or she has a feeling that they can afford to p: Ly so 
much and that there will be a certain profit. Now, if they have to pay 
more, that profit 1s lowered, and then they have to determine, is it 
worth taking the chance and maybe being stuck with it. Take partiec- 
ularly someone at my age, it’s fine for young people to hold for 5 years, 
but not at my age, because you might need it before. 

Mr. Moss. You want to get a quick turnover ? 

Miss Grant. You can hold it maybe a year, a year and a half, 
months. I have had an option for 2 years this August, and I feel 
at my age that that is long enough to hold the thing. That varies 
according to individuals, so you just weigh it and you say I’m safe. 
The first thing is the prine ipal i is safe. The market might fluctuate, 
it could go down, the worst that can happen, I have had all this 
worry, the dirt and dust and rain and mud, whatever it happens to 
be, and all I will get out is my dough, I won’t make a profit. I think 
that basically is the yardstick most investors use, so if the ann goes 
up a little bit, and it has gone up In every area I know about, I don’t 
know of one county the land hasn’t gone up tremendously in the past 
year, we had a much quicker spurt in 1959, or cert: ainly that is my 
opinion, that the rise was more rapid in 1959 than there had been 
in either 1956 or 1957 or 1958. 

Mr. Moss. But the pattern of land values has been one of constant 
increase for a number of years, hasn’t it 4 

Miss Grant. That’s right, and we have gone through periods here 
where it will spurt up and then level off and certain areas will become 
very inactive, and if you have money invested you think maybe it 
will never come back, then in a few months all of a sudden for some 
reason there is a lot of activity again and it goes up again, but gen- 
erally since 1951 there has certainly been a constant rise in values in 
the part of the State I am familiar with. 

Mr. Moss. You were discussing the variables which bear upon the 
price land will bring on the market. I think you mentioned the mat- 
ter of the physical characteristics of the land, the accessibility of 
it, as I recall you also mentioned that there was consider able sig- 
nificance to the size of the piece, the minimum size of the piece which 
could be purchased, and the financing available. 

Miss Grant. There is no question that those are very, very im- 
portant factors in the amount of dollars that you can obtain for 
land, and I think that covers any part of the State. 

Mr. Moss. I will go along with you, if we can reach perhaps a 
little more definitive position here. 

Land tends in an area as it appreciates in value to establish more 
or Jess a pattern of minimum values. In other words, in an area 
where there is a growth factor land appreciates, some of it is going 
to go way up, some of it just a little, but generally there will be a 
floor which will be built under it, below which none of it will drop. 

Miss Grant. In other words, you are asking me in an area where 
there is constant development and expansion, take like areas lying 
out of the area of Phoenix and Tucson, Yuma, that when they get to 
a certain place there is enough stability in the general area that it 
would never go much below a certain level; I think that’s right. 
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Mr. Moss. I think that that is fairly sound. 

Miss Granr. I think that is very sound thinking. 

Mr. Moss. Then that floor is there whether it is reé udily financed or 
whether financing is difficult, you can get the premium above that, 
depending upon the number of variable factors which are connected 
with the given block of property under consideration. 

Miss Grant. I think that’s right, and there is one thing there again, 
that would be in the size of the parcels that would be offered for sale. 

Mr. Moss. am would be part of it. 

Miss Grant. Because you can eliminate 75 to 80 percent of the 
potential buying public by putting it in such large blocks where you 
get a situation where just a few can take advantage of it, so naturally 
supply and demand governs the market. 

Mr. Moss. And as you hold it to very large blocks you immediately 
limit, you effectively limit the response you are going to get from the 
market. 

Miss Grant. That’s right, that’s right. 

Mr. Moss. And tend to hold the land down to the floor price rather 
than any immediate price reflecting values in the area. 

Miss Grant. You wouldn’t have to hold it right down to—— 

Mr. Moss. The tendency would be to hold it down. 

Miss Grant. That’s right, and then not have such large blocks, I 
think that is important, that is a personal opinion, but I am very firm 
in my conviction in that. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I am, too. And whenever you get growth you in- 
dicated perhaps a certain sensitivity to the term “speculative,” but 
the minute you get growth you are going to have speculation, you can’t 
avoid it, and the speculator finally aids in development, doesn’t he! 

Miss Grant. It just, I think, naturally follows, population increase, 
industry increase, which we certainly have had here in this part of 
Arizona. 

Mr. Moss. In a growth area, when you buy there, whether you ac- 
knowledge it or not you are a speculator. 

Miss Grant. That’s right; and the people buy a piece of land that 
they have not a specific use for and they say I am purchasing it 
strictly for an investment, and you can be sure that they are an- 
ticipating an increase in value or they would have no reason to put 
their money in it. 

Mr. Moss. Do there seem to be quite a number of persons coming 
into this area who are investment buyers, or what we might classify 
as erro buyers ? 

Miss Grant. My personal opinion is that the market has been cre- 
ated, the type of market we have today throughout the State, has 
been created by out-of-State capital. Now, the Arizonans have taken 
advantage of some of it, but this increase invariably, when these larger 
transactions go through, you have outside capital, and I mean out of 
the State of Arizona “capital, groups from out of the State. 

Mr. Moss. You indicated you had held a broker’s license in Califor- 
nia for quite a number of years. What section ? 

Miss Grant. Southern California. I operated in Los Angeles Coun- 
ty, San Bernardino County. 

Mr. Moss. I think you indicated about 30 years that you had had it? 

Miss Grant. That’s right. 
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Mr. Moss. About 30 years ago that was very much the characteris- 
ties of that part of California? 

Miss Grant. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Big speculative buys were, to a large extent, out of 
State. 

Miss Grant. That’s right. The pattern here has been so parallel, 
only on a smaller scale, some reduced scale to what I experienced for 
many years in California, and I am quite sure that that was a great 
factor in me getting in the market. 

Mr. Moss. Like re-reading a book for the second time. 

Miss Grant. That’s right, the pattern was very definite. 

Mr. Moss. I want to thank you for your testimony. Are there any 
additional questions ? 

Mr. HorrMan. I have one or two. 

You spoke about out of State buyers; you have had realtors here 
in the State, have you not, who have been selling very small tracts 
for very small payments down, an acre or two, or what is that deal 
where they offer the outside buyers, the tourists that come through ? 

Miss Grant. Well, it varies, Mr. Hoffman. They start in some 
areas, they start it out—do you hear me? 

Mr. Horrman. What? 

Miss Grant. Are you hearing me distinctly ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Miss Grant. They started out with their program originally— 
I will speak again of Mohave County—in 5-acre sites, and I think 
they were sold for $10 down and $10 a month. 

Mr. Horrman. How much land? 

Miss Grant. For 5acres. And then the price—— 

Mr. Horrman. Let me interrupt vou. The tourists driving through 
and stopping, Las Vegas or anyplace they see some ads, they put 
down a small payment and get 5 acres or something like that? 

Miss Grant. There was a great deal of that, and you would be sur- 
prised, there was a lot of people who paid cash. I think the prices 
originally were $295 for 5 acres, and then dropped to 214. Now I 
understand the same people are-—— 

Mr. Horrman. Is this the time for me to sell ? 

Miss Gran'r. I don’t think anyone buying in Arizona could help 
but make a profit. 

Mr. Horrman. If the inflation continues ? 

Miss Grant. Don’t you think we are in an inflationary period? 
Do you see anything that is going to bring it down? 

Mr. Horrman. I find every dollar I save will buy less now than it 
did when I saved it. 

Miss Grant. That’s right; and if you put it in land you will have 
achance to recoup. 

Mr. Horrman. You spoke about your experience; my experience 
was the other side, suing real estate dealers in my local community 
who sold land to Chicago people, Government land, sand land for 
chicken ranches, things like that, don’t you know ? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman, in California we have regulated it so 
carefully we haven’t had that problem. 

Mr. Horrman. I just wondered if that had moved west. and these 
tourists who put the $10 down, or whatever, whether that didn’t 
affect the market price. 
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Miss Grant. I have not been able to determine. I have inquired 
numerous places recently to find out how active these 5- or 10-acre 
plots are selling, because you see, once they start moving then the 
fellow who is selling the big piece of land, like I am and several 
others, we are not going to have a market for it because at that price 
it is not good for running cattle, then we wouldn’t have meat, anq 
that would be very bad, so it’s rather a vicious chain. 

Mr. Horrman. The number of buyers who are legally and finap. 
cially qualified, where they are limited, the little fellow doesn’t have 
much chance, does he ¢ 

Miss Grant. That is one of the reasons I believe that these 5- and 
10-acre sites have sold so rapidly. It is the little man who has heard 
about all the money being made in land. Arizona has had a tremep- 
dous amount of national and international publicity, something fel] 
into our laps here. 

Mr. Horrman. Are you going to do like California did, make ys 
have somuch money before we can get in ? 

Miss Grant. Let’s not get into a hassle about California: that’s 
by home State. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean we have troubles enough without that? 

Miss Grant. That’s right. Well, if that’s all, gentlemen / 

Mr. Horrman. I want to know if you know anything about the 
quality or the condition of the land in the pink strip there ¢ 

Miss Grant. No, I don’t. All I know it is a very large piece and 
if you had gone out looking for a cash buyer you probably wouldn't 
have done any better at that time than you did do. 

Mr. Horrman. Before you could place a price on it you would have 
to know something about whether you had to go up and down and 
how it looked on it, also whether water was available? 

Miss Grant. Going up and down isn’t the worst thing if it isn’t too 
far out, if you have to take a skylift. 

Mr. Horrman. In Washington we can put the hills in the hollows, 
but out here I didn’t think you could do that successfully. 

Miss Grant. I don’t think the water with these speculators is a 
great factor. I think the terms is the thing that is hanging you. 

Mr. Horrman. You would have to know whether you could get 
water on it, wouldn’t you ? 

Miss Grant. From a speculative standpoint, how many people buy 
a big bunch of land and go out and drill wells to find out if water is 
there ? 

Mr. Horrman. You have got a group of buyers who will buy 
whether or not they can get water ? 

Miss Grant. Oh, yes; if the price and terms are right they will buy. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s all. 

Mr. Moss. Well, now, you are not expressing any opinion as to what 
the appraisal of the selected lands might be ? 

Miss Grant. No, I certainly am not, Mr. Chairman, because I am 
not familiar with Maricopa County. 

Mr. Moss. I want the record to be very, very clear on that point. 

Mr. Smith, did you have any additional questions? 

Mr. Smirn. No. 

Mr. Moss. Miss Grant, we want to thank you for your appearance 
and you may now be excused. 
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Mr. Horrman. Do you have a license now ‘ 

Miss Grant. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Why is that? 

Miss Grant. Because I am not a real estate broker. I have never 
been licensed in this State. I was licensed in the State of California, 
sir, not in Arizona. I let the other fellow worry about that. 
~ Mr. Horrman. What are you selling land for now, the average. 

Miss Grant. It depends on where and how much and what kind of 
terms. 

Mr. HorrMan. Over near Kingman ? 

Miss Grant. Mr. Hoffman, I don’t own anything right near King- 
man. I have some land at option in Coconino and Mohave up near 
Seligman, but I don’t have anything around Kingm: an now. ; 

Mr. Moss. Edward D. Mollohan will be our next witness, who is ap- 
pearing in response to a subpena by this subcommittee. 


TESTIMONY OF H. D. MOLLOHAN, REAL ESTATE PURCHASER, 
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you sole mnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Motion AN. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Identify yourself for the record. 

Mr. Motionan. H. D. Mollohan. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Mollohan, how long have you been a resident 
of Phoenix? 

Mr. Motitonan. Been here 30 years. 

Mr. Monraomery. And during that period, and particularly re- 
cently, you have engaged in the1 ‘eal estate business, that is, buying and 
selling to some extent ? 

Mr. Motionan. I been in the buying. I never was a real es 
broker. I have bought and developed land here. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You are pretty familiar with the land values, 
particularly in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. MoLiowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Are you familiar with the lands that were in- 
volved in the so-called Stegall-Lawrence exchange / 

Mr. Motitonan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monteomery. When did you first have knowledge that this ex- 
change transaction was pe nding? 

Mr. MotioHan. How’s that? 

Mr. Montcomery. When did you first have knowledge that this 
exchange transaction was pending? 

Mr. Motionan. I believe it was when I was in Earl Neal’s home— 
or not Earl, but Mr. Neal’s home in—out of Kingman. I think that 
was in the year 1958, early 1958. 

Mr. Monreomery. Was that by virtue of the official publication ? 

Mr. Mottonan. No, he was just telling us. We ate dinner with him 
and he was telling us about it. 

Mr. Montcomery. When you found out about this 
thing, did you do? 
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Mr. Motionan. Well, I kept in touch with it and after Mr. Hughes 
had filed a protest against it, a few days, released it, 1 went down and 
protested myself. 

Mr. Montcomery. You filed a protest against this exchange? 

Mr. Motionan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What was the basis for your protest, Mr. Mollo- 
han? 

Mr. Motxonan. I didn’t think it was in the public interest to take 
good land around Phoenix that had a big value and trade it off for 
that mountain up there, and especially keep all the water and corrals 
and all the improvements to themselves and not give the whole ranch 
to the Government. 

Mr. Monreomery. In other words, it was not in the public interest, 
and the other reason was the inequality of values, was it not? 

Mr. Motio“an. That’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What do you think the relative values of those 
two parcels of land are? Let’s take the selected lands first. those 
colored pink on the map; what do you think was the value of this land 
at that time, at the time it was appraised by the Government 
appraiser ? 

Mr. Motronan. At the time I protested that, that Mohave C ounty 
land was selling for a lot more. I bought a lot of it myself earlier, 
and I bought it all the way from $5 to $6 hoping to use it to exch: ange 
that land up there for land down in my ranch. I have a thousand- 
section ranch associated with Mr. Thorne, and we wanted to get some 
deeded land down there so we could keep our cattle in the summer- 
time. See, we bought a lot of Moh: ave County land and a lot of better 
land there, Stegall and Lawrence’s s land, located better for $5 and $6 
an acre, some of it less, but mostly $5 and $6 an acre, and we tried to 
get it exchanged for land in our onc so it would come deeded, and 
we could farm it and further the carrying capacity of our ranch, but 
we were turned down on it, and I didn’t like that. I didn’t like to see 
somebody getting something that I couldn’t get myself, so when I 
went and investigated this land up here and knew the value, asked a 
lot of real estate men around town what they could sell that land for, 
and I knew what the other land was worth because I had land around 
it, I decided it was not in the public interest to sell that cheap Mojave 
land for this land adjacent to Phoenix. 

Mr. Montcomery. As a result of your inquiries, what conclusion 
did you come to as to the value of the acreage shown in pink on the 
map ? 

Mr. Motionan. Stegall and Lawrence came to me, came to see me 
right after I made that protest. They were telling me how rough it 
was and how no good it was and everything. They asked me to re- 
lease my protest. 

Mr. Mon tcomery. eeceen your protest ? 

Mr. Motronan. Yes. I said, “Well, I'll tell you, I will withdraw 
it if you will agree to “ell me the land at $50 an acre, and I'll put up 
$100,000.” 

Mr. Montcomery. What did they say to your offer ? 

Mr. Motronan. They wouldn’t sell. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did they state any reason ? 

Mr. Motionan. They said they wanted to keep it. 
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Mr. MonTcoMery. 
more for it? 

Mr. Motionan. No; they said they wanted to keep it, that’s all. 

Mr. Monrcomery. After you refused to withdraw your protest on 
that basis, did they make you any offer? 

Mr. Motiouan. Well, they said if I would withdraw it, they said 
they would see my exc hanges would go through. In other words, they 
would help me get my exc -hanges through. 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, implying that they had more in- 
fluence with the Bureau of Land Management than you had, is that 
it? 

Mr. MotioHan. That is what I asked them. I said, I’ve been here 


30 years and you’ve been here 2, how come you can get exchanges 
through but I can’t ?” 


Mr. 'Horrman. When the witness says “they”—— 

Mr. Mottonan. They were Stegall and Lawrence. 

Mr. Moss. He has stated that these conversations were with Stegall 
and Lawrence. 

Mr. Montcomery. The applicants in this case. 

Mr. Motxouan. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. Are they any Government officials? 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then after that what happened, Mr. Mollohan, 
did they make you any other offer ? 

Mr. MoLioHan. They went away then, and came back in about I 
would say a week or 10 days. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did they make you another offer at that time? 

Mr. MotioHan. They said they wanted that land awful bad and 
awful quick, and if I would withdraw my protest that they would give 
me $10,000. 

Mr. Montcomery. They would give you $10,000 if you would with- 
draw your protest ? 

Mr. Motitonan. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. What did you say to that? 

Mr. Mottonan. I said I didn’t take that kind of money. 

Mr. Horrman. Can he tell which one of those two fellows? 

Mr. Montcomery. Which one of the two men ? 

Mr. Motionan. Stegall did most of the talking. 


Mr. Horrman. What I want to know is the man that offered him 
the $10,000. 


Mr. Mortronan. Stegall. 

Mr. Montcomery. Were both men present? 

Mr. Motionan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. At the time the offer was made? 
Mr. Motionan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Was there anyone else present ? 
Mr. Motionan. No, sir. 


Mr, Monrcomery. Did you communicate this circumstance to any- 
one afterward ? 


Mr. Mor1noHan. Yes. sir. 
Mr. Montcomery. To whom did you do that ? 


Mr. Mottonan. My attorneys, and another lawyer here by the name 
of Kenny Chapman. 


Mr. Monrcomery. How soon after that ? 


Did they say whether or not they expected to get 
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Mr. Motitonan. Right that same day. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What did your attorney say ? 

Mr. Morionan. He said, “For God’s sake don’t take the money 
and [ said I wasn’t about to. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, those are all the questions T have. 

Oh, one other question, concerning your protest. Did vou continue 
that protest ¢ 

Mr. Motronan. What did you say? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did me leave your protest in / 

Mr. MonioHaANn. Well. I cited ali the reasons why they shouldn't 
make that exchange in the first protest, shortly after that I filed my 
first protest, and it flew right back denied. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Who denied that ? 

Mr. Mottonan. Woozley. 

Mr. Monrcomery. I mean in the first instance, was it the Bureau of 
Land Management in Phoenix ? 

Mr. Motionan. Both sides. 

Mr. Monreomery. Then you appealed it to Washington ¢ 

Mr. Morzonan. Then I appealed to Roger Ernst’s office. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What was the final result of your appeal ¢ 

Mr. Motionan. It stayed there quite a while and finally came back 
in their favor. 

Mr. Monteomery. Did they state to you the reason for the denial? 

Mr. Morzonan. No; just denied, that’s all vou get. 

Mr. Monteomery. Mr. Mollohan, I show you a copy of a protest and 
ask you to identify that, if that is the protest that you made to the 
Bureau of Land Management, is that a copy of it? 

Mr. MontsoHan. Yes, sir; this appears to be a copy. 

Mr. Monteomery. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce a copy 
of Mr. Mollohan’s protest into the record. 

Mr. Moss. Is there any objection to the request ? 

Hearing none, the protest will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Washington, D.C., March 19, 1959. 
Re Appeal from Bureau of Land Management—Protest against Private Ex- 
change Application Arizona 011509 
To: Director, Bureau of Land Management, Washington, D.C. 


STATEMENT OF REASONS AND ARGUMENTS 


The action of the Phoenix office of the Bureau of Land Management in dis- 
missing the protest against Private Exchange Application Arizona 011509, is 
unlawful since approval of said exchange would be discriminatory, capricious, 
and without foundation in law or in fact. 

An appeal has been made to the Bureau of Land Management to set aside the 
decision of the State director of the Bureau of Land Management dismissing 
H. D. Mollohan’s protest against Private Exchange Application 011509. This 
appeal is based on the followi ing grounds and reasons: 


I 
The exchange does not meet the requirements of the law in that it is not 
in the public interest. 
II 


The offered lands are of less value than the selected lands. 
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III 


The offered lands are grazing lands while the selected lands are in the Witt- 
man-Morristown real estate boom area of Maricopa County and are suitable 
for expansion of the populated area of Phoenix. 


ARGUMENTS 
I 


The U.S. Bureau of Land Management is not requiring the applicant to meet 
the requirements of the law before approving the proposed exchange. 

The offered lands are lands of the former W. F. Grounds Ranch in Mohave 
County, Ariz., and have a potential use only for grazing lands. This land is 
mountainous country and is far removed from any or all present and foreseeable 
future residential development, while the selected lands are in an area which 
is part of a present suburban real estate boom. Mohave County lands in the 
area offered have a present market value of from $8 to $12 per acre, while 
acreage in the selected area has a present market value of from $75 to $350 
per acre. The proposed application allows approximately 1.19 acres of land in 
the Wittman-Morristown area for each acre of Mohave County grazing lands. 
To grant such an unfair exchange is nothing more than a windfall to specu- 
lative interests and is not in the public interest. Real estate advertisements in 
the Phoenix daily newspapers show the prices for the Wittman-Morristown 
area lands to be as stated above. Exchanges of sales are as follows: 

1. A plot of land 14% miles to the north of the proposed exchange re- 
cently sold for $175 per acre. 

2. In the same general area, a one-half interest in 160 acres was re 
cently sold for $28,000, a rate of $350 per acre. This sale is recorded in 
page 492, Book 2435 in the office of the county recorder of Maricopa 
County. 

3. Forty acres were sold in the same general area for $9,000, a rate of 
$225 per acre. It is recorded on page 242 in Book 2422 in the office of the 
county recorder of Maricopa County. 

4. One hundred sixty acres were sold in the same general area for $11,800, 
a rate of $73.75 per acre. It is recorded in page 228 in Book 2473 in the 
office of county recorder of Maricopa County. 


II 


It would appear that the exchange would not be in the public interest when 
the lands offered are grazing lands only and useful only for grazing purposes 
while the selected lands are prime development lands. Many applications have 
been made to the Bureau of Land Management for exchange of Mohave County 
and other lands for desert lands far removed from the Phoenix or other in- 
habited areas. These cases which are of record in the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement will show that the Bureau of Land Management have rejected ex- 
change applications when from 1 to 10 acres of Mohave or other lands similar 
to or better than the Ground’s Ranch lands were offered for desert lands far 
removed from any populated area and useful for grazing or for possible agri- 
cultural purposes. These lands which have been applied for have in general 
been appraised by the Bureau of Land Management at approximately $20 per 
acre while the offered Mohave lands have been appraised at from $1 to $4 per 
acre. These offered lands in many instances are better lands than the lands 
offered in exchange No. 011509 for the Wittman-Morristown land. If the Witt- 
man-Morristown application is granted on the basis proposed, the exchanges 
proposed for desert areas in Yuma County and other isolated desert areas should 
be approved on the basis of from 10 to 50 acres for each acre of Mohave County 
land. 

For the foregoing reasons, I protest the said exchange and ask that the said 
proposed exchange be rejected and the case closed. 

Respectfully submitted. 


H. D. MOLLOHAN. 
Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, I might add for the benefit of the 


reporter I will see that she gets all of these exhibits that have been in- 
troduced into the record. 








80 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


That’s all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. To get this thing clear in my own mind, and 
perhaps on the record, for people who don’t understand it any better 
than I do, what did you offer in the first place, what did you want 
when you went to the Government ? 

Mr. Motionan. For my own land I wanted some deeded ranch land. 

Mr. Horrman. You wanted to trade some of your land for some 
land the Government owned ? 

Mr. Motxonan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is what they call an exchange? 

Mr. Motuonan. That’s right, under the Taylor ane: Act a ranch- 
er who owns a ranch is supposed to get exchanges to improve the pat- 
tern of his ranch so he can carry more cattle for himself, and the Goy- 
ernment gets more money. 

Mr. Horrman. You couldn’t go and offer cash for what you wanted? 

Mr. Motionan. Well, you know the Government won’t sell you 
land. In this State you couldn’t go in and buy if you cried your eyes 
out. 

Mr. Horrman. You were what we might call a qualified purchaser? 

Mr. Mottonan. That’s right, and Woozley told us in this very room 
that we were qualified. 

Mr. Horrman. I want to get it as soon as I can, now, and they 
wouldn’t do it? 

Mr. Motzonan. No, I got turned down. 

Mr. Horrman. Did they tell you why ? 

Mr. Mottonan. Well, I will cite you one case and you be the judge, 
I applied for 1,180 acres over in the Wells Ranch I own, I put the 
land in, and after a while I got a decision saying that the Government, 
signed by Tom Britt, the manager’s office, the Government had ap- 
praised the land that I had in my ranch at $20 and the land that I had 
offered in Mohave County for $7.60, or something like that. 

Mr. Horrman. They were wrong in their appraisal, in your opinion! 

Mr. Motionan. No, I didn’t think they were. 

Mr. Horrman. You thought that was all right? 

Mr. Mor1onan. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. Why wouldn’t they do it ? 

Mr. Motionan. Let me finish the statement. 

Mr. Horrman. I want to make it as short as we can. 

Mr. Motxonan. I will make it short. 

I went to see Mr. Rowland, took a real estate land man with me, 
they wouldn’t take the difference in cash between the appraisal of the 
land offered and the appraisal of the land that we wanted, so I said I 
will go and see Williams there you handled a lot of Mohave County 
lands. We went in Rowland’s office, Newell was there, and another 
fellow, and I said, “I want to meet the requirements of this. You 
have given me this decision that my land is only worth $7.60, and I 
now owe you 12 something to make it good. Where do you want this 
land? Tam willing to buy more land to give it to you.” 

Finally they decided on 2 sections, 13 and 14, along the highway be- 
tween Wikieup and—— 

Mr. Horrman. Well, some other town ? 

Mr. Motionan. A little town up there, and they said, “If you give 
those two we will do it.” Then I was offering 4 sections for 1,180 


mh 


and 
tter 
yant 


ind, 
ome 


nch- 
pat- 
~ 

FOV- 


ted? 
you 
eyes 


iser? 
room 


they 


udge, 
it, the 
ment, 
d ap- 


T had 


nion! 


th me, 
of the 
said I 
‘ounty 
nother 

You 
and I 
nt this 


va Vy be- 


yu give 
r 1,180 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 8] 


acres. Mr. Williams said, “I have these listed and I don’t know if I 
can get them or not, but I will find out. I followed him up to his of- 
fice, he calls the order of these two sections, and we buy them for 
$13,000. I amended my petition and took it right back down to his 
office. So on the third or the fourth day after that I get another 
decision. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean they went back on the first one ? 

Mr. Motionan. I'll say they did. They didn’t give me as much for 
the four as they did for the first one, said they made a mistake, 

Mr. Horrman. You claim now they made a mistake? 

Mr. Motitouan. No, I don’t. 

Mr. HorrmMan. I mean in the end, because you protested ? 

Mr. Motiouan. If they had taken my four sections that I offered 
them for that land down there they would have been a whole lot better 
off, because that land had all been developed and the Government 
would get income tax, gasoline tax, and everything else to amount to 
more than the whole damn trade was worth in the first place. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You said the No. 2 offered land was worth more than 
the selected lands ? 

Mr. Motxonan. If he had sold me that land for $50, I would have 
put it out to these peddlers and got $75. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know why they did that ? 

Mr. Mottowan. No reason on earth. 

Mr. Horrman. Just a lack of intelligence ? 

Mr. MotitoHan. Well, I don’t think that. 

Mr. Horrman. Then you think somebody influenced them ? 


Mr. Motionan. I don’t know. I can’t prove it and I shouldn’t 
say so. 


Mr. Horrman. There must be something. 
Mr. Motionan. You're right, there is something, plenty of some- 
thing. 

Mr. Horrman. The only thing I can get out of it, if they weren’t 
crooked, and I haven’t found anybody yet who says they were, they 
were just dumb, is that your opinion ? 

Mr. Motzonan. I don’t think it is dumbness. 

Mr. Horrman. Then you think it is crookedness ? 

Mr. Motionan. I don’t think anything. I can’t say that. I have 
no proof. 

Mr. Horrman. You said there is something wrong somewhere ? 

Mr. Motnonan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. In your opinion where it is, what kind of a—— 

Mr. Motionan. I can’t say, because I can’t prove it. 

Mr. Horrman. How come? 

Mr. Mottonan. Well, wait a minute, you charge a man with some- 
thing, you have to prove it, and I can’t prove it, I ain’t going to say 
they “did or didn’t, but I say it isn’t dumbness. 

Mr. Horrman. Now you are getting down to the apparent reason, 
what is it, was it apparently not dumbness but crookedness ? 

Mr. Motnonan. You can draw your own opinion about that. 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t know what the rest of the committee wants 
to do, but if somebody is crooked out here we would like to have a lead 
to get him out of the Government. 

Mr. Moxtonan. Just find out what you can sell this land for and 
what you can sell that other for. If it had been a fair trade they 
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would have given the waters and improvements and everything else to 
the Government. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t help us. 

Mr. Motitonan. Well, I’m not going to make a statement I’m 
liable on. 

Mr. Horrman. Third, you say the offered lands, that’s your land? 

Mr. Motionan. The offered land ? 

Mr. Horrman, Are grazing lands, while the selected lands are in 
the Wittman real estate boom ? 

Mr. Motionman. Yes, there was a boom going on up in Mojave 
County. You know there was, because when we weren’t getting our 
trades through we were compelled to sell our lands. 

Mr. Horrman. How could the Government profit by denying a deal 
with you if they couldn’t sell the land on the market ? 

Mr. Motionan. I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know of any way they could, do you, if 
the Government had to trade lands instead of selling lands in the open 
market, they wouldn’t get anywhere by holding it? 

Mr. Motionan. They could have taken the 4 sections and raised 
cattle and gotten 19 cents a month for each steer. 

Mr. Horrman. They didn’t do that? 

Mr. Mottonan. No, they didn’t trade with me. 

Mr. Horrman. T hey didn’t have anything against you personally, 
did they ? 

Mr. Motionan. I don’t know, I have often wondered. 

Mr. Horrman. You have a puzzler here. I’m just speaking for 
myself. If there is some crook around I would like to catch him, 

Mr. Motionan. I would like to know, love to know, why he changed 
that decision in 3 days after telling me that I would be the first one to 
get an exchange through when I left his office giving him 4 to 1. 

Mr. Horrman. As long as you don’t know, can you give us—— 

Mr. Motionan. No, I can’t give you any opinion. 

Mr. Horrman. You smell something but you don’t know what it is? 

Mr. Motionan. That’s right, put it that way. 

Mr. HorrmAn. You filed an application for an exchange and they 
denied that one ¢ 

Mr. Motionan. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. What finally became of it, just shoved in a pigeon- 
hole or something ? 

Mr. Motionan. No, after giving them 4 sections for 1 down there 
I decided then if I was denied that and only getting 7 for the first 2 
and then have to put up a couple more and have to give them 7 besides 
that, when they say there was a mistake, there wasn’t any chance of 
trading with Rowland, so I took it all and I have it that way now, 
20,000 acres of cultural leases on my land. 

Mr. Horrman. You are sitting out all right now? 

Mr. Motitouan. Sure, I’m sitting all right under the State, but—— 

Mr. Horrman. The only people who lost were the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Motionan. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, that isn’t the first they have lost, is it? 

Mr. Motionan. No, not out of this office. They lost about 600 
other exchanges of honest ranchers who tried to get through. 
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Mr. HorrmMan. Then somebody was dumb or crooked ¢ 

Mr. Motionan. IL ain’t going to say that. 

Mr. Horrman. One or the other, will you go that far? 

Mr. Motitowan. You can draw your own conclusions. You sum 
up this deal. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smirn. You testified, I believe, that you bought and sold or 
knew the value of land in the area of the offered lands ¢ 

Mr. Mottonan. Yes, I had some right around it. ‘See, that land 
there is up, that long strip there is up in the mountains and there 
is a little water runs ; down there once in a while on this strip here, 
that strip, in the summertime, and over here they kept all the wells 
and improvements and water for their own self. 

Mr. Situ. On what side of that did you at one time have an 
interest in land ? 

Mr. Motionan. I bought land at Hackberry, Valentine, all along 
in there. 

Mr. Suiru. That would be on the southwest and east sides of the 
offered lands ? 

Mr. Motionan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Based on your knowledge of that area, what in your 
judgment is the value of the land no No. 1 in black ? 

Mr. Motionan. Well, at the time that it was offered for exchange ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Motionan. Well, you could have got $8 or $9 for it at the 
time, then it went up afterward to $12, $15, we sold some for $18, 
$20, we sold for $20, got $2 commission, paid $18 for it. 

Mr. SmirH. You say you are aware of the values of the land in 
pink, also ? 

Mr. Motitownan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What would you say the value of that land is 

Mr. Motronan. Well, it is highly speculative but you could buy 
it and then let these, you know, there is some of these tracts that are 
being subdivided here and sold out in small tracts, you could take 
that and list it among all the realtors, and I’m sure you could get 
$75 and acre for it, good, bad, and indifferent. There is some bad 
land on it, there is some good land on it. Right across the river it 
is all rough, but at the same time they sell these hills and pinnacles 
around here for as much as a level piece of land, and a guy builds 
a house on time. 

Mr. Smirn. When did you sell your land in the area of the offered 
lands? 

Mr. Mollohan. Last year in August or somewhere, when I seen I 
couldn’t get an exchange through I sold it. 

Mr. Smirn. The land you sold, was it comparable to the land the 
Government sold ? 

Mr. Mottonan. No;T had good land. 

Mr. Smrrv. I don’t believe we have in the record what you got for 
your land, do we? 

Mr. Mottonan. Well, I got $18, paid $2 commission, they must 
have sold for $20. 

Mr. Smiru. Was that comparable land or was it more 

Mr. Motionan. It was better land than they got. 
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Mr. Smirn. How much better? 

Mr. Motitonan. You take land around Hac kberry, for instance, J 
had 43 acres in the town of Valentine, and every piece I bought to 
exchange with Rowland I tried to buy it where it would be level l and 
close in and around the highways and things of that kind. 

Mr. Suiru. Did improvements go with the land ¢ 

Mr. Motitonan. Well, I don’t know whether I had—no, I just had 
one set of improvements, but it just was a well. 

Mr. Smiru. Are you talking about land you sold in the area of the 
offered lands? 

Mr. Motionan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiru. Up here in No. 1? 

Mr. Motitonan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiru. Mohave County? 

Mr. Motitonan. Mohave County lands. 

Mr. Smiru. I’m talking about up here by the—— 

Mr. MotioHan. This is Mohave County. 

Mr. Smirn. I see. Then the land that you sold was, you would say, 
substantially more valuable than that? 

Mr. Mottowan. Yes. because I didn’t have any mountains, and 
that’s all mountains on the west side. 

Mr. Smirn. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Are you familiar with Jack Rabbit Wash on the sge- 
lected lands? 

Mr. Moxionan. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. In Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Motionan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I am somewhat puzzled at the moment whether I should 
regard it as a grand canyon in miniature or a ty pic al wash. 

Mr. Motionan. It is just a big dry wash. There is a lot more of 
them in there, a lot of little washes in there. 

Mr. Moss. All through Arizona and New Mexico and Texas and 
California and Nevada there are washes. 

Mr. Motionan. Yes. In my opinion when I was trying to buy it 
I figured I would get about 12,000 acres level land and the rest. would 
be rough. There is a couple of wells drilled up there. They were 
never drilled deep enough, in my opinion, to get water. I think you 
could get all the water you would want at 1,100, 1,200 feet; one was 
drilled 400 feet, not enough. 

Mr. Moss. About how many acres do you think are contained in 
that Jack Rabbit Wash? 

Mr. Mottonan. How many acres you would lose? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Motionan. You wouldn’t lose any of it. You would sell it out, 
let something overlap it. Say you sold a 40, and 15 of it was in 
wash, you could sell it that way. 

Mr. Moss. You would still come out with an average? 

Mr. MotioHan. That’s my average. When I was trying to buy 
from Stegall and Lawrence I figured 11,000 or 12,000 acres would 
bring more, and the rough stuff would bring less, but it would bal- 
ance out. 

Mr. Moss. You testified you offered Stegall and Lawrence $50 an 
acre and that you also, with that offer, were willing to put up some 
good earnest money ? 


at 
Ww 
ta 
m 


ol 


ta 
al 


e, 
t to 
and 


had 


the 


say, 


and 


re of 
and 


uy it 
‘ould 
were 
: you 
, was 


od in 


| out, 
AS in 


buy 
vould 
| bal- 


0 an 
some 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 85 


Mr. Mo.tiowan. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. So you were making a serious offer? 

Mr. Motitonan. That’s right. I wish I had got it. I would have 
had it all sold now. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to be able to find the time to go out and 
look at it myse lf. 

Mr. MotitoHan. It don’t look like much, but you don’t have to have 
much along this town to sell. It’s deeded, and everybody around 
town wants deeded land. What your committee ought to do is go back 
to Washington and order all of this land sold so this county can 
spread out and pay the national debt. This land should all be sold. 

Mr. Moss. We certainly will give your suggestion every consider- 
ation. 

Mr. Motitonan. That’s what you ought to do, and then the ¢ ountry 
would spread out. Look how much money you would get off income 
tax, gasoline tax, and everybody developing. You would get more 
money than paying a lot of bureaucrats to administrate it. 

Mr. Moss. I can’t even find it within my soul to argue with you 
on that. 

I think that’s all the questions that I have at the moment. 

Mr. Horrman. One thing, you talk about getting rid of a lot of 
bureaucrats and all, how about congressional committees, might just 
as well get rid of them, too. 

Mr. Hottonan. No, but I would like to know how much Uncle 

Sam’s Treasurer gets after they pay the rent and get all this payroll 
up here, whether you have to subsidize them to keep them going or 
not or does this vast empire out here pay for them. 

Mr. Horrman. You ought to work for the Government and get on 
the gravy train. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to say that Mr. Hoffman speaks for himself. 
I haven’t found it quite that lucrative. 

You may be excused, Mr. Mollohan. 

We will take a short recess. 

(Short recess taken.) 

Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will again come to order. 

Our next witness is Mr. Nicholas M. Hughes. 


TESTIMONY OF NICHOLAS M. HUGHES, REAL ESTATE AGENT, 
PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God 4 

Mr. Hueues. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify vourself for the record ? 

Mr. Hugues. Nicholas M. Hughes. 

Mr. Montgomery. You are Nicholas M. Hughes? 

Mr. Huenes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Of Phoenix? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. How long have you lived in Phoenix, Mr. 
Hughes? 

Mr. Hueurs. Practically all my life. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Are you engaged in any sense in the real estate 
business here, buying, selling ? 

Mr. Hvuenes. ina small w ay. Iamnota broker. 

Mr. Montcomery. You do consider yourself to be familiar with land 
values in this area ? 

Mr. Hueues. Well, somewhat, yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. I call your attention to the private exchange cage 
under consideration today, the so-called Wittman exchange, Stegall 
and Lawrence. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Hucnes. Well, to some extent, yes; quite a bit. 

Mr. Monteomery. I believe you filed a protest to that exchange? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monreomery. Will you tell the subcommittee what the basis of 
your protest was? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, we were trying, we had several exchanges in 
process at that time where we were trying to trade with the Govern- 
ment in several different areas, and we never got any of them ap. 
proved, even though we offered 7, 8, 10 acres for 1, and when I—I was 
living in Nevada at the time this came out, and I just happened to pick 
it up in the Mohave County paper, which I subscribe to, and that it 
would be approved in a few days and the Government was giving less 
than 1 acre, or were giving more acreage in numbers of acres than 1 they 
were getting. 

Mr. Montcomery. You are speaking now of the Wittman exchange? 

Mr. Huanues. That’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. It struck you as being a little wrong to trade 
more acreage in Maricopa County than was being offered in Mohave 
County ? 

Mr. Hvuenes. That’s right, that’s the main reason. I just wanted to 
see some kind of, you know, everybody get treated alike more or less, 
see ¢ 

Mr. Monrcomery. Then did you do any independent checking of 
values in the area of the selected lands? 

Mr. Huenes. Well, I did. However, I knew that it was way out 
of line, but within 3 hours after I read this publication in Nevada 
I was on my way to Phoenix, because I had a very short time to get 
my protest filed, and so I-—— 

‘Mr. Montcomery. Did you indicate on that protest what you 
thought the value of the land was? 

Mr. Hucues. No, I didn’t. I didn’t have too much time to elabo- 
rate. I just filed the protest blank to elaborate if necessary on fur- 
ther statements. 

Mr. Montcomery. On the statement that you gave counsel to this 
subcommittee, you stated that the lands in Mohave County were worth 
from $8 to $10 per acre, is that right? 

Mr. Hueues. I think that is in line with the going price up there. 

Mr. Montcomery. At the time this exchange was being considered! 

Mr. Hueues. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. You also stated that the lands in Maricopa 
County, those in pink on the map behind you, were worth $75 an acre 
at that time, is that right? 

Mr. Huenes. I think they were at least a minimum of that value. 

Mr. Montcomery. What is the basis for your opinion on that! 
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Mr. Hucuers. Well, these lands out here are near Phoenix, popu- 
lated area that is expanding. There was at that time and before these 
lands out here were appraised, these selected lands were appraised, 
there was quite a boom that had been going on for several months in 
the Wittman, Morristown, Beardsley area, as well as south of that 
area in the Harquihila V alley, and I mean there just wasn’t any ques- 
tion to anybody that was acquainted with the area at all as to what 
kind of a deal the Government was getting. 

Mr. Monreomery. What happene: d to your protest, Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I don’t know just how long afterward, but may- 
be a couple of weeks, 2 or 3 weeks later the protest was denied by the 
Phoenix land office, and I had 30 days to appeal to a director in Wash- 
ington, and at the time that I filed this protest I gave an announce- 
ment in the newspaper, I mean I went to the new spaper so it would 
come out in the public eye, so the public would know what was going 
on in this land office. They tell you one thing, and then the next day 
they tell you some ‘thing else, and these things could have existed from 
now on, unless it was brought to the public’s attention, so I felt that I 
had done my part by letting them become aware, the public, as well 
as the land oflice, as to what was going on in this one particular 
exchange. 

Mr. Montrcomery. And you withdrew your protest ? 

Mr. Hucnes. Well, my protest was denied. 

Mr. Montcomery. It was denied, but did you take affirmative action 
to withdraw your protest? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, 1 went down and I just made a simple state- 
ment, about one sentence, and 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you waive your right of appeal ? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Don’t you feel that it would also have been your 
duty, under those circumstances, to inform the officials of the ‘land 
department in Washington as to what was going on / 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I did do it. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You did not prosecute your appeal. That 
would have been a good way of letting them know. 

Mr. Hueues. Sure, but I wasn’t financially able to take a group 
of lawyers to Washington and fight this thing. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Is it necessary to do that? 

Mr. Hueurs. Well, I don’t know, but it appears to be, yes. 

Mr. Montecomery. Did Mr. Stegall and Mr. Lawrence ever come to 
see you in regard to this protest ? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What did they say, if anything ? 

Mr. Hucnes. The first thing is they asked me, they wanted to know 
why I had filed a protest. 

Mr. Montcomery. Wasn't that a matter of public record as to why 
you filed a protest ? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I suppose so. I didn’t mention it was not in 
the eee interest to have the exchange go through. 

Mr. Monteomery. Did they prevail upon you to withdraw the 
protest ¢ 

Mr. Hvueues. Yes. 

Mr. Mon rcomery. 
you to withdraw ? 





What arguments did they use in prevailing upon 








88 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Mr. Hueues. Well, they said that they had this ranch brought from 
George Douglas, and I talked to Mr. Lawrence on all these occasions, 

Mr. Monvrcomery. You didn’t talk to Mr. Stegall ? 

Mr. Hucues. Not—I only met Mr. Stegall once, quite a while after. 
wards, and Taylor Lawrence was complaining about homesteaders 
filing homestead applications on this area out here by Wicke nburg, 
where there were ranches, and there was—it was either becoming + q 
nuisance or it was going to become a nuisance having these indiv iduals 
there on 320-acre tracts, and so on, inside of their range, and of 
course he gave me that argument, and I could see where that would 
be a nuisance to him all right, but I mean that still didn’t change 
my opinion as to why I filed the protest or anything. 

‘Mr. Monrcomery. Did that influence you in any way to withdraw 
your protest ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. No. No,that didn’t influence me at all. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did either Mr. Stegall or Mr. Lawrence offer 
you money to withdraw your protest ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did either one offer you any other considera- 
tion to withdraw your protest ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. What do you mean 4 

Mr. Monvrcomery. Well, anything, did they make any promises 
that they would assist you in any way 4 

Mr. Huaues. No. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did anybody else, other than Mr. Stegall or Mr. 
Lawrence, offer you any consideration with respect to this transaction! 

Mr. Hueues. I never talked to anybody else. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you in fact ever receive any consideration 
from anybody to withdraw your protest ‘ 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, Mr. Hughes, as to the value of the selected 
lands in this case, I think you testified a moment ago that $75 an acre 
would be your opinion as to its value at that time? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Are you familiar with the terrain of that piece 
of land? 

Mr. Hueues. Somewhat. 

Mr. Montcomery. Are you familiar with Jack Rabbit Wash? 

Mr. Hvueues. I never have known it as Jack Rabbit Wash, but I 
think I know the wash they are referring to. I have been on it, but it 
has been years ago. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have enough knowledge to tell the com- 
mittee how large this wash i is, how many acres might be affec ted by it! 

Mr. Hucues. Well, it’s been a long time since I—I guess it’s been 
20 years since I’ve been out in that country, over that |: und. and I don’t 
remember exactly, but I would say that it surely wouldn’t take over 
five or six sections of this land in wash, and I don’t think it would 
take that much, but you go out on the desert anywhere and you are 
going to get washes somepl: ice, but that country is quite well cut up 
with washes and hills. Some of it is pretty rough. 

Mr. Montcomery. You made your estimate of the value of it with 
knowledge of the rough terrain and the washes? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Montcomery. I believe that’s all I have at this time. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any reason—you heard the testi- 

mony of Mr. Mollohan ‘ 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And as I listened I thought I heard him say some- 

body had offered him $10,000? 

Mr. Hueues. I heard that. 

Mr. Horrman. What did you get out of that, why would they do 
that ? 

Mr. Hueues. I think the reason is very obvious if they did do it. 

Mr. HorrmMan. What is that? 

Mr. Hueues. They wanted to get their exchange through. The rea- 
son is very obvious. They wanted to make a successful trade. 

Mr. Horrman. With their own exchange? 

Mr. Huenrs. Yes, sure. If they did it. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Horrman. Assume they did, why wouldn’t they make you a 
similar offer ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. I think they should have done it, probably, if that 
was the case, but they didn’t. 

Mr. Horrman. Your protest you say went to Washington ? 

Mr. Hugues. No; it went to the Phoenix Land Office. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I gather the reason you didn’t appeal was lack 
of funds or the opinion you wouldn’t get anywhere if you did? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, not that. I think if I had gone through with 
that thing I don’t see how they could have kept—— 

Mr. Horrman. Why didn’t you go ahead, then 

Mr. Huaurs. I felt this way, I had put the land office on notice, as 
well as the public, and as a result of th: at protest and the public an- 
nouncement that something, just what is happening today in this 
room, would be accomplished. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, that is to say that Chairman Dawson sug- 
gested here, and I will read it to you, in a letter, that your committee 
suggested, “Your committee,” I assume that is this committee, “be- 
lieved it would be advisable to suspend action on all cases involving 
land appraisals by the Bureau of Land Management for a period of 
60 days.” 

Mr. Huanes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. As I understand you now, you say this committee 
hearing you think is one of the results of that protest of which yours 
was one? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I think my protest may have helped cause this 
hearing. 

Mr. Horrman. And the Department did then hold up for 60 days 
action on these deals? 

Mr. Huenrs. I think as far as I know it is presently in process 
here. 

Mr. Horrman. What is in process? 

Mr. Hueues. The moratorium. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, and one result was to hold up action on about 
3,900 claims, w “ tit? 

Mr. Huenes. I don’t know how many. 
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Mr. Horrman. We will assume it was around that, and the only 
claims involved here are these 13 that have been here today, isn’t that 
right ? 

“Mr. Hucues. What do ren mean 13? 

Mr. Horrman. We have 13 p: upers here submitted to us, to me yes. 
terday, the committee mi a the investigation, or the day before, 
whenever it was, gave me a list of cases where they are investigating, 
13 of them. 

Mr. Huceues. That’s the first I knew of how many there were. 

Mr. Horrman. So out of the whole situation we got 13 protests 
or 13 unsatisf: “6% y decisions ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. I don’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. You think that is justifiable to hold up 3,500? 

Mr. Hugues. I certainly do. I think we ought to have some action, 
some new land laws, or some new processes where the individual ip 
the land office, just because he doesn’t happen to like your looks, he 
just finds every excuse in the world to hold up your exchange. There 
is too much persons al— 

Mr. Horrman. That is to say, first, the law isn’t quite right, is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I think the law is antiquated. I think it is q 
model T law and we are operating in a T-bird age. 
~ Mr. Horrman. It’s just too old, out of date, you mean ? 

Mr. Hueues. I think so, yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Maybe the officials who are administering it don't 
know as much as they should about it ? 

Mr. Huaues. Well, I can sure agree with that. 

Mr. Horrman. So we hold up the 3,500 or 4,000 while we settle 
these 13? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, if you thought there were going to be losses to 
the Government, you surely wouldn’t want them to go through. 

Mr. Horrman. You have to start somewhere. 

Mr. Hugues. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Is that all, Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. Moss. Well, in view of the fact a question has been raised as 
to the request of the subcommittee and the impact of that request on 
the activities of the Land Office, I think it might be well that we 
document the current status of this problem. On the 18th of Janu 
ary I received a rather lengthy letter, actually I reecived it on the 
19th of January, it was written on the 18th, and released to the pres 
on the 18th, but was received in my office on the morning of the 19th, 
a letter signed by Acting Secretary Bennett of the Department of the 
Interior, a letter running to some seven pages, in which the Depart- 
ment confesses confusion as to the nature of the request. of this sub- 
committee. I will make the letter a part of the record at this point. 

There is a copy here for the reporter. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., January 18, 1960. 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, . 
House of Represe ntatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Moss. Your recent letters relating to land disposal cases involving 
appraisals have been directed to this office because of the deep concern regard- 
ing the nature and effects of the action you have requested be taken. The 
Bureau of Land Management has advised that they are confused by what 
appear to them to bea series of conflicting requests. nae ' 

At the outset, we confess that we share their confusion as to the exact desires 
of your committee in the matter of suspended final action in cases involving 
land appraisals. : 

It may be helpful to review the background of our correspondence on this 
matter. . ’ 

On November 9, 1959, Chairman Dawson wrote us that your committee had 
been examining evaluations made by the Bureau of Land Management and that 
your preliminary studies indicated “‘that in a number of instances appraisals by 
the Bureau may be highly questionable.” Chairman Dawson suggested that your 
committee believed “it would be advisable to suspend action on all cases involv- 
ing land appraisals by the Bureau of Land Management for a period of 60 
days. * * * 

While we felt we could not take the action merely upon the “suggestion” of 
Chairman Dawson, we replied that “if your committee submits a specific request 
for such a suspension, the Department will comply with such a request and 
suspend final action on pending appraisals for such a period.” 

On December 2, you replied for the committee, stating: 

“* * * At this point in its inquiry, the committee believes that the best in- 
terests of the United States would be served if final action were suspended 
for at least 60 days on all pending land disposals by the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement where appraisals are involved. Accordingly, it is requested that such 
action be taken by your Department.* * *” 

On December 22, we received a letter from you, dated December 15 and post- 
marked December 17, which emphasizes that your request for a suspension was 
intended to relate solely to “final action” on the types of cases mentioned, you 
referred to the “limited scope of the stop order” and requested that such scope 
be called to the attention of our field offices. Further, you stated: “I appreciate 
your cooperation in this matter and will endeavor to expedite the subcommittee’s 
inquiry as much as possible so that the work of the Bureau of Land Management 
in this area will not be unduly disrupted.” 

We then received a copy of Associate General Counsel Lanigan’s letter to 
Senator O'Mahoney, dated December 18, which indicated that the Food Ma- 
chinery & Chemical Corp. case in Wyoming “does not come properly within the 
scope of Congressman Moss’ request nor the Secretary’s response concerning it.” 
The advice given Senator O’Mahoney in effect announced that your interpretation 
did not include sales so long as actual title did not pass. Mr. Lanigan went on 
to state: 

“* * * We have been informed however that the Bureau of Land Management 
has issued instructions to its land offices which go beyond the scope of Congress- 
man Moss’ request as agreed to by the Secretary of Interior. This action is an 
entirely independent action of the Interior Department and was not agreed to by 
Congressman Moss. * * *” 

On December 22, you wrote Secretary Seaton concerning land disposal cases 
involving appraisals and relating to applications filed by States and State agen- 
cies for park and recreational purposes. You stated: 

“The request for Interior Department action which resulted in the suspension 
order was based on indications of faulty appraisal practices but no investigated 
case involved sales of land to State agencies for park or recreational purposes. 

“In view of the annual acreage limitation and of the public purposes for which 
the States and their agencies are acquiring the land, it is requested that the type 
of disposal described in the first paragraph be excluded from the scope and effect 
of the suspension order. * * *” 
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Thereafter, an article appearing in the December 27 issue of the Nevada State 
Journal came to our attention. This article stated: 

“Congressman John E. Moss, Jr. (Democrat, California), who heads the 
investigation, told the chamber of commerce he felt the general stop order in the 
Bureau of Land Management offices was an effort to ‘embarrass’ his committee 

“He said he would try to straighten out the situation as soon as he returned 
to his desk January 6, and emphasized his committee, which is getting the blame 
for the foulup, ‘couldn’t issue a stop order if it wanted to.’ 

“Moss added his group was interested in investigating only patent applica. 
tions submitted after December 10 in an effort to determine whether or not the 
Bureau of Land Management has been too loose in its appraisals.” 

Finally, on January 7, 1960, you addressed yet another letter—so far ag we 
know as of this writing—the most recent of your letters, to Secretary Seaton 
‘“* * * As qa matter of clarification * * *.” 

This latest letter appears to have grown out of protests to your committee 
from a number of residents of Nevada and expressions of concern from Senator 
Bible and Congressman Baring, both of Nevada. Following the pattern of the 
earlier communications, this letter advises that you would have no objection to 
issuance of patents in some classes of cases involving small tracts, viz., where 
a small-tract lessee exercises his option to purchase the tract which hag been 
leased to him, and where small tracts have been sold at public auction. 

Laying aside for the moment the statement attributed to you in the December 
27 issue of the Nevada State Journal and boiling down the contents of the several 
letters, we have this sequence: 

A November 9, 1959, letter from Chairman Dawson labeling as “highly ques. 
tionable” a number of instances of Bureau of Land Management appraisals and 
Chairman Dawson’s conclusions that it would be advisable “to suspend action on 
all cases involving land appraisals” for a period of 60 days; our reply advising 
that we would honor a request for such a suspension ; your December 2 followup 
to our reply requesting suspension of final action “fon all pending land dis. 
posals * * * where appraisals are involved”; your December 15 letter em- 
phasizing that the suspension was intended to relate solely to “final action”; the 
December 18 letter of Associate General Counsel Lanigan to Senator O’Mahoney 
which is apparently intended to demonstrate that the Food Machinery & Chemical 
Corp. case in Wyoming was not “final action” because of the provisions of section 
250 of title 43, Code of Federal Regulations; your letter of December 22 request- 
ing that we exclude from the suspension order “ * * * disposals of land to States 
and State agencies for park and recreational purposes pursuant to statutes which 
limit the number of acres the States and their agencies may acquire an- 
nually * * *’—this request growing out of a State of Utah application; and, 
finally, your letter of January 7, 1960, requesting that we exclude certain classes 
of small-tract lands where patent application is pending. 

If we understand you correctly, you have changed your position and it is no 
longer accurate to say that the committee wishes action suspended “* * * on 
all pending land disposals” as you stated in your letter of December 2. 

In the Wyoming case, upon the representations of your committee’s associate 
general counsel and the assurances of Senator O’Mahoney, the Department di- 
rected that an exception be made, and the sale was held as scheduled. This was 
possible because all procedures leading to the sale were completed prior to your 
suspension request. By a line of reasoning we confess our inability to follow, 
we were informed—as was Senator O’Mahoney—that there was no reason to 
hold up a December 21 bid opening because “final action” following bid open- 
ing “could not have been taken until January 20, 1960, at the very earliest.” 
This overlooks the fact, of course, that the calendar makes it evident that the 
60-day suspension would in this case have extended some days beyond the 
January 20, 1960, date. 

In the Utah case, the Bureau of Land Management had felt, shortly before 
your requested blanket suspension, that they could convey the land before the 
year’s end. Upon receipt of your request, it was necessary for the Director, 
Bureau of Land Management, to advise the chairman of the Utah State Park 
and Recreation Commission that—because of your requested stop order—the con 
veyance of land could not be accomplished in calendar year 1959. Even with 
your followup letter of December 22, there was no possibility in the short time 
that remained to complete adjudication of the case before January 1, 1960. 
Because of the technical and procedural steps required to be taken, the time lost 
between your initial request and the December 22 letter eliminated any hope of 
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disposing of the case. You may be assured that we regret, with you, that the 
matter worked out this way. ; : ' , Y : 

In the Nevada cases, we again had a situation where a plain reading of the 
dear meaning and intent of your suspension request found compliance working 
a substantial hardship on applicants. We were, upon receipt of your request of 
January 7, able to mitigate losses assertedly being incurred by parties aifected. 

We return then to the language used in your suspension request: “* * * all 
pending land disposals * * *.” ! ; 

It appears we should now read the committee’s request as one applying to 
the suspension of “all” pending land disposals except those for State park and 
recreational purposes, but only if such requests are made pursuant to statutes 
which limit the number of acres the States and their agencies may acquire an- 
nually ; some, but not all, sales under the Public Sales Act; some, but not neces- 
sarily all, patent applications under the Small Tracts Act; and, apparently, such 
other exceptions as you may from time to time request. 

We have searched, in vain, for the common denominators which might sug- 
gest guidelines as to the present scope of your request. 

Your initial request was directed at all cases of land disposal involving ap- 
praisals—yet each of the several exceptions since directed by you are cases of 
land disposal involving appraisals. 

A subsequent letter redefines ‘final action”’—but this serves as a guide for 
the Bureau of Land Management only if BLM knows, somehow, that your com- 
mittee intends to look into the background of a particular case before the end 
of the 60-day period. 

Press releases from your office issued in connection with the requested sus- 
pension suggest your concern is that BLM appraisals are too low—yet you must 
be aware that in the Utah case the State had protested that the $9 per acre 
appraisal was too high. So, too, in the Wyoming case: Senator O’Mahoney, 
in his letter, suggests some concern that the acreage in question had been ap- 
praised by BLM at $25 per acre, notwithstanding an indicated assessed valua- 
tion of $2 per acre. At the same time, you evidence no concern regarding pos- 
sible over- or under-appraisal in the small-tract cases. 

It does not apear that you are concerned with respect to any particular class 
of applicants—because exceptions have been made in the case of a private cor- 
poration, in the case of a State, and in numerous cases where private individuals 
are involved. 

Now does it appear that you are concerned because of the acreage which may 
be involved—since your exception cleared the way for sale of 520 acres to the 
private corporation, your requested exception if timely made would have cleared 
the way for conveyance of 3,800 acres to the State of Utah, and your requested 
small-tract exception generally involves 5 acres per applicant. 

There is no apparent concern on your part with respect to uses to which the 
land might be put—since exceptions have been made where there were involved 
private industrial use, State recreational or park use, and individual use for 
homesite or recreational purposes. 

Finally, with respect to possible guidelines, it is assumed that you were will- 
ing to undertake a calculated risk that your stop order request might, if the 
suspension period were extended for any substantial length of time, operate to 
depress bids and decrease revenues coming to the United States. 

It is in light of the foregoing analysis that we join the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement in confessing confusion as to ground rules and guidelines. 

In summary, we believe that the Bureau of Land Management is entitled to 
substantially clearer guidelines than have heretofore been supplied to them. 
We think you should be informed that we have received numerous complaints 
involving assertions of very real hardship, financial and otherwise, flowing from 
your blanket request and our honoring of it. You are already aware that some 
spokesmen on behalf of the State of Utah have protested the results of your 
stop-order request as a denial of rights secured to them by statute. You must 
be aware that other Members of the Congress have severely criticized this De- 
partment for honoring your stop-order request. 

In the wake of all of the confusion, we are seriously concerned as to whether 
you Were correctly quoted in the December 27, 1959, issue of the Nevada State 
Journal to the effect that your committee: “* * * couldn't issue a stop order 
if it wanted to.” 

If you were correctly quoted, then it would be most helpful to us if you would 
advise the Department whether you still wish us to honor your request. 
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As you know, we have adhered to a general policy of recognizing requests 
such as yours as a congressional courtesy. We believe you will agree with ug 
that fairness to the States and governmental subdivisions affected, to the public 
affected, and to the Department and the Bureau of Land Management, suggests 
early clarification on this latter point. Further, we believe you will agree with 
us that clarification of the scope of your request, if it is to continue in effect 
for the remainder of the 60-day period, would supply guidelines not now in 
evidence. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER F. BENNETT, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Moss. I will read my reply under date of yesterday: 


Hon. ELMER F.. BENNETT, 
Under Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. BENNETT: I have received your lengthy letter of January 18. Ag 
you know, a subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations, 
of which subcommittee I am chairman, begins hearings tomorrow concerning 
the appraisal procedures used by the Bureau of Land Management in land dis. 
posal cases. If you and the Bureau of Land Management are in fact as con- 
fused as your letter repeatedly asserts, then it seems to me that the fault lies 
with you and the Bureau, not with this subcommittee. 

It is hard to understand your asserted confusion concerning the scope of 
your present order suspending action in cases involving appraisals. We had 
pointed out to you that the subcommittee’s preliminary investigation had uncoy- 
ered appraisals which appeared highly questionable, and we expressed the view 
that the best interests of the United States would be served if final action was 
suspended for at least 60 days on all pending land disposals by the Bureau of 
Land Management where appraisals are involved. 

We did not ask that the Bureau stop all of its work in cases where an ap- 
praisal is part of the procedure. We asked only that final action in effecting 
such disposals be temporarily suspended. The Bureau could continue with all 
procedures up to the point of final action. We repeated this in our letter of 
December 15, emphasizing that our request for suspension related only to final 
action on the types of cases mentioned. Neither you nor the Bureau made any 
effort to point out any possible hardship cases, but simply made an across-the 
board suspension. 

Your letter now asserts that the subcommittee was making a series of con- 
flicting requests because we subsequently agreed to your excluding the follow- 
ing types of cases from the suspension order: 

1. The acceptance of bids in the Food Machinery and Chemical Corp. case; 

2. Cases where States and State agencies applied for park and recreation 
lands; 

3. Cases where a small tract lessee exercises his option to purchase the tract 
leased to him ; 

4. Cases where small tracts are sold at public auction. 

We agreed to such modification of the suspension order because we under- 
stood that (1) the acceptance of the Food Machinery bid did not involve a final 
action: (2) State park and recreational cases were subject to annual acreage 
limitations involved important public purposes, and our investigations of faulty 
appraisal practices had not yet involved this type of case; (3) the Government 
is obligated, at least morally, and probably legally also, to permit the small 
tract lessee to exercise his option to purchase his leased tract; and (4) a public 
auction generally eliminates, or at least mitigates, problems arising from faulty 
appraisal. 

The committee’s guiding principle is the public interest, and a deep concern 
to ayoid unnecessary interference with the rights of the public. You confuse 
yourself if you stress, as your letter does, the irrelevancies of whether the 
applicant is a State, a corporation, or an individual; or the acreage of the land; 
or the nature of the use to which the land is put. You are wrong in asserting 
that we are concerned only with under appraisals; we are concerned with the 
Bureau’s appraisal procedures, whether they result in over or under appraisal. 

You cite the Utah park and recreation case as an instance where the stop 
order resulted in a loss to the State. As you know, as soon as we learned of 
the case from the Utah congressional delegation, we cooperated in its approval. 
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You now assert that because of technical and procedural steps required to be 
taken in this case, you were unable to approve the case before the end of the 
year; but you do not specify what those steps were, or why they took so much 
time to accomplish, or why the Bureau failed to proceed with the technical and 
procedural steps and failed to bring the matter to our attention. The com- 
plaints which the committee has received concerning the suspension order have 
dealt almost entirely with the Bureau’s failure to continue with its internal 
procedural processing, not with the taking of final action on the cases involved. 

The anonymous article you quote from a Nevada journal that seems to excite 
you so much did not fully or accurately report my statements. It is a garbled, 
patchy hearsay of a telephone conversation with a person whose application for 
a patent is now pending before the Bureau of Land Management. The only 
thing that is confusing is why you should fasten upon an anonymous article 
rather than reading the comittee’s official letters. 

Finally, it seems most curious that 2 days before the subcommittee’s hear- 
ings begin, you ask whether the suspension order which has but 3 weeks to run, 
should now be terminated. It seems to me that this question should await the 
hearings. 

I take this time to read this into the record because of the impli- 
cation that the committee is causing substantial hardship. I contend 
that there are so few cases closed within a 60-day period where final 
action is taken that the committee could hardly cause hardship. The 
Bureau, by misapplication of its own orders in suspending procedural 
matters under its jurisdiction, may have caused concern, but rarely 
has hardship been the end result of either the misinterpretation or 
the original request made by the subcommittee, and as chairman of 
the subcommittee I have no apologies. To have done less than to 
make the request would have been to discharge without prudence 
and diligence my official responsibilities. 

Are there any further questions of this witness? 

If not, the witness is excused. 

Mr. Moss. We will now hear from the next witness, Mr. Eugene 


H. Newell. 


TESTIMONY OF ENGENE H. NEWELL, LANDS AND MINERALS OFFI- 
CER, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Newett. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Neweti. Eugene H. Newell, lands and minerals officer for the 
bureau of land management, State of Arizona. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Newell, in connection with your official 
duties as lands and minerals officer of the bureau in Phoenix, is it 
part of your duties to pass upon or to assist in making determina- 
tions as to whether a particular transaction is in the interest of the 
United States ? 

Mr. Neweuu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrecomery. You performed that function in connection with 
the application of Mr. Stegall and Mr. Lawrence for the so-called 
Wittman exchange which involves base and selected land identified 
on the maps behind you ? 

Mr. Newe t. I did, sir. 
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Mr. Monteomery. And your opinion with respect to the public jn. 
terest in that case was expressed to the State supervisor of the offieg 
here in Phoenix ? 

Mr. NeweE Lu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you recommend that the application be 
processed or rejected because of the element of public interest? 

Mr. Newe tu. I recommended it be rejected. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you state to the subcommittee the reason 
for that recommendation ? 

Mr. Newet.. Yes, sir. May I use the map? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Newewu. At the time I made my recommendation, as out- 
lined by the counsel, it was after an amendment had been made and 
an additional offer had been made to the base lands. That offer, addi- 
tional acreage, consisted of scattered tracts lying south and east of 
Highway 66. The map here gives you no indication of the status of 
the land adjoining, but if you could see the actual status you would 
find that the greater portion of the sections appearing as white on the 
map are actually public domain lands; that is, Federa] lands. The 
black lands here, so designated on the map, are the offered lands, 
and would fit in with the overall land pattern of the area. 

My objection was based on the acceptance of a relatively small 
acreage offered in an amended application intermingled with State 
lands which would possibly become subject to disposal upon acquisi- 
tion by the Bureau. 

I made my recommendations merely upon a land pattern standard, 
from a land classification standpoint. The overall effect on the graz- 
ing operation was not particularly considered at that time. The area 
I am speaking of is generally in here and was not offered in the 
amended application. 

Mr. Montcomery. What happened to your protest or your recom- 
mendation that the application should be held for rejection on that 
ground ? 

Mr. Newect. It was considered at that time along with the over. 
all weight of the application, and a ruling made. 

Mr. Montcomery. Who made that, the ultimate ruling in that case, 
the director here, or was it the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management in Washington ? 

Mr. Newe .t. I believe on that it was at this level. The question 
was referred to Washington at the Director’s level; incidentally, these 
are office memorandums and not letters to individuals, they are inter- 
office memorandums. The letter that I mentioned in my second one 
from the Director was a statement from the Director that the matter 
was a concern of this office, that it was a problem we should work 
out for ourselves at this level. It gave us no instructions to take 
any particular course of action. 

Mr. Montrecomery. Do you recall the reasons why your suggestion 


was not accepted or determination was made that the exchange was - 


in the public interest ? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, because the overall land pattern fit in with the 
entire ranching operation. The acquisition of those lands were a bene- 
fit to the overall management of the area, it would be a benefit to 
the grazing administration and could be administered without any 
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difficulty with the adjoining State lands which I believe were under 
lease to the applicant. : : 

Mr. Montcomery. Was anything said about the fact that the appli- 
cant in this case retained the water rights on the land that did not go 
to the Government in this exchange¢ if 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, sir, and in this case, in Arizona the grazing privi- 
leges on Federal lands are based upon ownership of the waters, the 
adjudication 1s mace on that basis. In the event an individual lost his 
rights of ownership to the water, he loses his rights to grazing privi- 
leges that may be adjudicated. Other States they are land based. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Then Mr. Lawrence and Mr. Stegall, having re- 
tained the water, they also retained the right to enter into a grazing 
lease arrangement? 

Mr. Newetw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did they in fact enter into a grazing lease ar- 
rangement subsequent to this exchange ? 

Mr. Newett. I don’t know, I would have to check. 

Mr. Montcomery. Under the circumstances, since they retained the 
water rights in that area, they would be the only persons you could 
lease it to. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Newevu. Normally speaking I would say so. 

Mr. Mon'reomery. In other words, if they would take the lease on 
it they would still have the use of the same land they formerly owned 
to utilize in a ranching operation the same as they had before? 

Mr. News... So far as I know. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Plus the fact they acquired fee simple title to 
some 58,000 acres of land in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What is the usual grazing fee for land in the 
vicinity of the base land in this case ¢ 

Mr. Newet. I am not acquainted with that; that would come under 
the Division of Range Management. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you have information as to the relative graz- 
ing lease fee as against the taxes on the base lands? 

Mr. Newe tt. No, sir, I couldn’t quote those figures. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In your letter to the State supervisor you made 
some comments concerning values that had been placed upon this land 
by the Bureau of Land Management appraisal. You made the state- 
ment that the values reflect the present values but do not reflect the 
speculative potentialities. Is that substantially correct, to your ree- 
ollection ? 

Mr. Newett. I would say so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you think speculative potentialities should or 
should not be considered in making an appraisal ? 

Mr. Newety. They have to be considered. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In that event you wouldn’t agree with the ap- 
praisal made in this case ? 

Mr. Newett. I agree with the appraisal; yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. You think that that land up there in the Witt- 
man area is not worth more than $1.50 an acre? 

Mr. Newert. Not the land that was appraised as such at that time; 
no. sir—and under the conditions. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you think it is worth more now? 
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Mr. Newetu. I haven’t checked lately, but I suppose so. T haye 
made no check. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Newell, you made the appraisal in this cage, 
did you? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. You actually did the physical appraisal ? 

Mr. Newett. Yes, sir. I was assisted by another individual. 

Mr. Montcomery. Who was that individual? 

Mr. Newetx. A Mr. Dan Baker from the Washington office. 

Mr. Montcomery. But you actually, physically, went out and did 
the work on this yourself ? 

Mr. Newett. Not all the work. Some of the materi: al—and in fact 
most of the materia] was gathered by various examiners in the office 
and assembled in our files. I have been on the land. 

Mr. Montcomery. That being the case, is it appropriate for you 
to sign an appraisal report, and not the man from Washington whom 
you assisted in the appr: a of the land ? 

Mr. Newett. Yes, sir. I didn’t assist in it; he assisted me. 

Mr. Monteomery. And it is not customary for the two appraisers 
to sign ? 

Mr. Newetrt. When necessary, if two make the appraisal; yes, sir, 

Mr. Monrcomery. Why was it necessary to bring a man down from 
Washington to assist you in making the appraisal ? 

Mr. Newert. He was not brought down from Washington on this 
particular case; he was down here for a number of weeks helping 
us to improve our appraisal techniques, training, training the ex 
aminers, and giving me assistance in preparing an appr: aisal report 
as to form, content, and acceptability. This case was merely one of 
the items we worked on. 

Mr. Monteomery. Now, in making the appraisal, would you tell 
the committee just what steps you went through to determine the 
values of the land here in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Newer. In Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Montcomery. We will start with Maricopa County. 

Mr. Newext. In the determination of the values in Maricopa 
County a search was made of records of available sales in the area. 
The sales were many, and the most comparable lands were checked 
to determine the comparability with the selected lands. These most 
comparable sales were used and compared to the selected lands in 
arriving at a market value, a fair market value. Actual physical trips 
to the land were made. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Am I correct in assuming that you found com- 
parable sales which indicated that $1.50 an acre was the proper value 
of the land ? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir; we did not. We found sales possibly $5 or 
$6, some as high as $300, but they could not be considered as com- 
parable sales, comparable to the land in question as to topography, 
accessibility, size of parcel, soil, drainage, and any other physical 
facts. [ 

Mr. Monreomery. Then the real basis for your appraisal was for 
agricultural or ranching use; is that right ? 

“Mr. Newett. The final breakdown was made on that particular 
basis. 
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Mr. Montrcomery. In other words, that was the highest use that 
you contemplated in making your appraisal ? 

Mr. Newe.u. No, sir; there was considerable acreage which we 
determined had potential for homesites or industrial ‘development. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Are you referring to the parcel you appraised 
at $id 8 . acre ¢ 

Mr. Newexu. No, sir; there was a considerable parcel appraised at 

$50 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Were any of the lands appraised at $50 an acre 
included in the application finally approved for patent or was this a 
part . the first application before it was amended ? 

Mr. Newe tt. The first application. 

Mr. Mow’ raeoMerY. Will you indicate on the map the lands you ap- 
re at $50 an acre / 

Mr. Newe. They would lie to the east of the Hassayampa River. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Would you observe the area on the map identified 
by hashmarks in connection with that identified by the solid color ? 

Mr. Newett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Would you say that the hashmarked area repre- 
sents selected lands which were deleted from the original application ? 

Mr. Neweu. I would assume so, not making a detailed check of 
the record; generally speaking, that would approach the outline. 

Mr. Monreomery. In the exchange that was actually consummated 
there was no selected land included which was appraised at $50 an 
acre? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then, as far as this transaction is concerned, we 
can eliminate the $50-per-acre land from consideration ? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. What basis did you use in arriving at the valua- 
tion ag $1.50 an acre for 50,000 acres ¢ 

Mr. Newetu. On land characteristics, land use. 

Mr. Montcomery. What was the use? 

Mr. Newett. The highest future potential use, immediate future po- 
tential use, appeared to be grazing—grazing and range area. 

Mr. Monreomery. You didn’t consider possible industrial use ? 

Mr. Newe tu. It was considered, but I felt that that land, that type 
of use for lands appraised at $1.50, was so far in the future it couldn’t 
be applied to the present value of the land. 

Mr. Montcomery. What, if anything, did you do to inform your- 
selves on the possibility of higher values in the speculative market, or 
did you consider that in making your appraisal ¢ 

Mr. Newent. We consider—increase in speculative—we consider 
present fair market value. The increased speculative value is con- 
sidered, but either discounted or—well, at least considered. 

Mr. Montcomery. Fair market value, fair to whom ? 

Mr. Newenu. Fair to persons in general. 

Mr. Montcomery. Fair to both parties to a deal ? 

Mr. Newett. Fair to both parties. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you think it would be fair to the United States 
not to give it the benefit of any increased value of the land you could 
sell it for? 

Mr. Newewt. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Monrcomery. Do you think the land could have been sold for 
more than $1.50 an acre? 

Mr. Newexx. Not under the conditions and the acreage as listed. 
Smaller parcels, certainly; smaller select parcels with appropriate 
procedures, yes. 

Mr. Monvteomery. Is it not within the prerogative of the Bureay 
of Land Management to classify land for small tracts and sell it in 
small parcels? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes. 

Mr. Montecomery. Why didn’t you consider doing that? 

Mr. Newey. No access, no public utilities, the topograph, the 
washes as mentioned by so many, the classification for homesites ap- 
peared very remote. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you think there might possibly have been a 
market for small tracts in this area regardless of topography or 
accessibility ? 

Mr. Newetu. There is, as stated here, market for sales of all types of 
small parcels, regardless of their use, homesite or not. 

Mr. Monrcomery. But you could get more for the smaller parcels? 

Mr. Newetu. That’s right, yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. If this had been cut up into small parcels, how 
much more could you have gotten ? 

Mr. Newe tu. I have no idea, sir. 

Mr. Monteomery. But you do believe that the market would have 
been more ? 

Mr. Newe tt. If we could cut them up into small parcels and put 
them on public auction, yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. $15 an acre, $20? 

Mr. Newe .. I have no idea. 

Mr. Montcomery. How about the $50 an acre valuation placed on 
the land by previous witnesses. Do you think it would be possible 
to sell it in smaller parcel tracts at $50 an acre ? 

Mr. Newe t. I have no idea of that. 

Mr. Monteomery. Did you consider those matters when you were 
making this appraisal ? 

Mr. Newe tt. I certainly did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then why don’t you know about them now? If 
they were considered, it would seem you would have some information. 

Mr. Newetu. I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Monvcomery. You say you considered all these various factors 
and possibilities, yet now you have no idea what the value would have 
been if you had put them into effect. 

Mr. Newey. We would not have classified the land appraised at 
$1.50 for small-tract purposes because of their physical qualities. To 
classify them under our present laws and dispose of them in 5-acre 
tracts under the small-tract law, 5 acres, 214, it takes a classification 
and we have to make a determination that the lands are actually suited 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then the present law would limit you somewhat 
in the exercising of that discretion of subdividing or classifying to 
small tracts ? 

Mr. Newett. It would limit us to a great degree. 

Mr. Horrman. He has been asking questions here if it could be set 
up in small parcels; could it have been sold in small parcels? 


Mr. Moss. Yes. 
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Mr. Horrman. If it could be, all right, but if it couldn’t be, we 
are just W asting our time. 

Mr. Moss. It could. Whether or not the Bureau might want 
to make findings necessary to bring it about is a matter which only 
the Bureau can speak for, but the law is quite clear that it could be. 

Mr. Horrman. Under the present law? 

Mr. Moss. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horrman. They don't have to exchange it ? 

Mr. Moss. | probably emphasized that, but in listening to the 
statements that this couldn’t be done, the fact is it could be done. It is 
merely a matter of exercising judgment, and if you don’t want to 
exercise judgment, then of course it can’t be done, but the law is 
quite clear. ’ , ; 

Mr. Horrman. Could it be sold for cash or on terms or does it 
have to be an exchange / 

Mr. Moss. It wouldn’t have to be on an exchange basis if it went 
small tracts. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Newell, were there any other evidences of 
value available to you at ‘the time you assisted in making this ap- 
praisal ? 

Mr. Newevi. There were—on the selected lands, you mean ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, was there an appraisal made by a private 
firm of apraisers retained by the applicants in this case? 

Mr. Neweuu. Yes, there were appraisals. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you see the appraisal reports? 

Mr. Neweti. Yes, sir; I have seen those. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Who made those appraisals ? 

Mr. Newe wt. I don’t know the complete name, one by the name of 
Blake, there were various opinions by, expressed by other individuals. 
I would have to check the record. 

Mr. Montcomery. Wasn't it a fact these private appraisers retained 
by the applicant in this case appraised most of that land in excess 
of the $1.50 an acre that the Bureau appraised it, to wit, $5, $7, $7.50? 

Mr. Newe .t. I believe the appraisals made and submitted by the 
applicants were for the entire area and gave an overall value for 
the entire block. If you compared the appraisals that were made 
with those, with the appraisal we made, you would find that the 
appraisal as made by the Bureau was considerably higher than those 
submitted by the private appraisers. 

Mr. Montcomery. You say that private appraisal took in more land 
than was involved, a greater area; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Newett. No, sir, I am speaking of the $1.50 land. I believe 
they included the $1.50. We had $1.50, 15, you are speaking of one 
particular segment. 

Mr. Monreomery. You only had here a matter of 8,000 acres out 
of 58,000 that was appraised at $15 per ac a The majority of the 
land, 50,000 acres, was appraised by you at $1.5 

Mr. Newer. That is correct. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now you are telling the subcommittee that this 
private report, private appraisal, appraised that same land at a lesser 
. 

Mr. Newexy. As far as I know. If you will take the average 
figure is is what I am speaking of, I think they gave an average figure, 
I would have to look at the record, but I believe it was 
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Mr. Montcomery. I have a copy of that report. Would you care 
to look at it? P 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, I would. 

Mr. Moss. If we are going to discuss the report, let’s make it g 
part of the record at this point. 

(The appraisal report follows:) 


APPRAISAL REPORT ON THE CrozieER RANCH, MoHAVE County, ARiz., For Law. 
RENCE, STEGALL & CoOKE RANCHES, PHOENIX, ARIZ., FEBRUARY 20, 1958 


PHOENIX, ArIz., February 20, 1958. 
LAWRENCE, STEGALL & COOKE RANCHES, 
Phoeniaz, Ariz. 
GENTLEMEN: In accordance with Mr. Stegall’s request, I have made an ip. 
spection and appraisal of a portion of your property in Mohave County, Ariz. 
known as the Crozier Ranch, and wish to report as follows: ; 


LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS 


The lands covered by this appraisal are legally described, or approximately 
described in the case of part sections, as shown below, all references being to 
Gila and Salt Rivers base and meridian, all within Mohave County, Ariz. 

TT. 5 N.. R11 W. 

Ss, see. 1. 

S44, sec. 3. 

S44, sec. 5. 
Sec. 7, excluding railroad right-of-way (double section). 

Sees. 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17. 

Sec. 19, excluding lots 9 and 19 (double section). 
Sec. 21, excluding SW 4. 

Sec. 23. 

Sec: 25, excluding NWY44NWY4. 

Sec. 27. 

Sec. 29, excluding SEY4,SE\. 

Sec. 31 (double section). 

Sees. 33 and 35. 

T.2iN., R.12 W. 

Sl4, sec. 1. 

Sec. 7. 

Secs. 11 and 13 (subject to drainage right-of-way). 

Sec. 21, excluding NEYSE% and excluding 7-acre tract. 

Sees. 23, 25, 27 and 29. 

Sec. 31, excluding NEYNE\. 

Secs. 33 and 35. 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W. 

Secs. 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

Sec. 9, excluding W%SW\4. 

Sec. 11, excluding NWY4NE. 

Sec. 13, excluding, E4E% and excluding E4SW\. 

Sec. 15, excluding NE\4. 

Sec. 17. 

Sec. 19, excluding W144NE\ and excluding NW\4. 

Sec. 21. 

Sec. 23, excluding NW144NE\ and excluding SE4NE\ and excluding 848% 

and excluding NW148SW%. 

Secs. 25, 27, and 29. 

Sec. 33, excluding NEY4NE. 

Sec. 35, excluding SEY%4,SE\%. 
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7.24 .N., R.13 W. 
Sec. 1, excluding Indian reservation. 
Sec, 3, excluding SW148SW. 
Sec. 5, excluding SW\4SW. 
Sec. 7, excluding SEY4ANE\. 
Secs. 9 and 11. 
Sec, 15, excluding NWY4NW4. 
Sec. 17, excluding NEYNE. 
Sec. 19, lot 1. 
Sec. 21. | | 
Sec. 27, excluding N¥%NE\% and excluding SE4NE\ and excluding E%4SE% 
and excluding SE4%SW44. 
Sec. 29, excluding NWY448SE\4. 
Sees. 31 and 33. 


T.25 N., R. 13 W. 

Lot 1, sec. 5. 

Lot 1, sec. 9. 

Secs. 7, 17, and 19. 

Sec, 21, excluding Indian reservation. 

Sec. 27, excluding Indian reservation. 

Sec. 29. 

Sec. 33, excluding NWI4SE\. 

Sec, 35, excluding Indian reservation. 

The above descriptions are believed to be approximately correct, and should 
total 42,233 acres. 

PURPOSE OF APPRAISAL 


The purpose of this appraisal is to establish a present fair market value of the 
lands involved, with no consideration of any improvements, and based on a 100 
percent cash payment. 

METIHLOD OF APPRAISAL 


The summation process method applying to improved properties is, of course, 
not applicable to subject lands, and it is the appraiser’s opinion that other sales 
in the area cannot be used for the comparison method in that none would meet 
the tests of time, size, location, carrying capacity, terms etc.; therefore, a capi- 
talization of income method will be used in this appraisal. 


INCOME BASIS 


Operational income, being subject to extreme variation due to the operator’s 
ability, financing, etc., renders use of such income too doubtful for purposes of 
capitalization to determine value, hence a normal income on a lease basis will be 
used. 

To determine the per acre income on a lease basis, in order to capitalize in 
determining value, the following items must be determined on an actual or rea- 
sonable assumption basis. Carrying capacity of the lands, normal lease value 
per head, and cost of operation. 

The lands involved are level to rolling to moderately mountainous in character, 
with vegetation including annual and perennial grasses, oak brouse, and some 
cedar and pines, and have an exceptionally fine history. It is reported that in 
only 1 year of the past 60 years there was need for supplemental feeding, and 
that 2,000 to 4,000 head have been carried on the entire ranch which ineludes 
some 117,000 acres total. It is the appraiser’s opinion that these lands will 
carry 15 head per section year in and year out, and in this connection, your at- 
tention is directed to the attached copies of letters from various experienced and 
respected men in the business which are self-explanatory. 

The rental or lease value is established by an actual contract now in effect on 
this ranch, a copy of which is attached, at $5 per month per head. 

Cost of operation on a lease basis including taxes, insurance handling, deprecia- 
tion, maintenance, ete., is also based on actual experience, these costs having 
varied from $25,000 to $35,000 per year, and the higher figure will be used in all 
calculations of value. 


Reducing all factors to a per acre basis we have the following determinations. 
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VALUATION 


Carrying capacity per acre___- sunita dilsa cicathile taiemtidtils xk ietan ~--. $0.02344 
Lease income per acre... 2... nn ees see cens 1.40625 
PE Coe OE BORO. 6a ei ce i + BE eas , .29914 
Rr i ahi ca racecentiR ea eatin mica wee mine aca elated aeks 2 ~semy Se 
90 percent to allow for portion of profit attributable to improvements__ —_.99649 

——= 
GCasstatiaed at & percent, valge per AcrO.... . — essence 12.45 
per WN OT ROTO Sn a re ee See ceeds 12.00 


All references to a number of “head” carrying capacity indicate cow units or 
mother cows with calf, and the lease price used is also on this basis. 

Various pictures are attached to the original copy only of this report, prints 
not having been available for inclusion in the carbon copies of the report. 


CONCLUSION 


The above considerations and calculations are all based on facts or conserya- 
tive assumptions, and are based on a capitalization rate of 8 percent on the basis 
that this, being the best ranch in the entire Northern part of Arizona, would at- 
tract an investor at such a return, since the risk involved is at an absolute mini- 
mum for the industry. 

The lands involved are, therefore, appraised at $12 per acre, an approximate 
total for the land involved of $500,000. 

I hope this will give you the information you require, and thank you for this 
business. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert L. BLakKe, 
Valuation Engineer. 


APPRAISAL REPORT ON THE DOUGLAS RANCH, FEDERAL LAND ONLY FOR LAWRENCE, 
STEGALL & COOKE RANCHES, FEBRUARY 8, 1958 


PHOENIX, ARIz., February 8, 1958. 
LAWRENCE, STEGALL & COOKE RANCHES, 
Phoeniz, Ariz. 
GENTLEMEN : In accordance with Mr. Stegall’s request, I have made an inspec- 
tion and appraisal of your property near Wickenburg, Ariz., known as the 
Douglas Ranch, and wish to report as follows: 


LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS 


The lands involved are legally described, or approximately described in the 
case of part sections, all references are to the Gila and Salt Rivers base and 
meridian, all within Maricopa County, Ariz. 


T3N R4{W 
Sec. 1—180 acres. 
Secs. 2-11. 


Sec. 12—440 acres. 
Secs. 13-18. 

T3N R5W 
Sees. 1-15. 
Sec. 16—620 acres. 
Sec. 17—100 acres. 
Sec. 22—30 acres. 
Sec. 23—300 acres. 
Sec. 24—200 acres. 


T3N ROW 
Secs. 1-2. 
Sec. 3—280 acres. 
Sec. 10—20 acres. 
Sec. 11—320 acres. 
Sec. 12. 
Sec. 13—280 acres. 


Ts 


th 


or 
las 
wl 
th 
Za 


o 
‘0 


tS 
0) 


ite 


lis 


the 


the 
and 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 105 


TAN R4W 
Sec. 2. 
Sec. 4—320 acres. 
Secs. 5-8. 
Sec. 9560 acres. 
Sec. 16—400 acres. 
Secs. 17-19. 
Sec, 20—560 acres. 
Sec. 29—320 acres. 
Secs. 30-31. 
Sec. 32—320 acres. 


T4N RSW 
Secs. 1-36. 


TiN R6W 
Secs. 25-26. 
Sec. 27—80 acres. 
Sec. 34—280 acres. 
Secs. 35-36. 
TIN R4W 
Secs. 3-10. 
Sees. 15-22. 
Secs. 27-34. 
Sec. 36. 
TIN RSW 
Sees. 1-36. 


T6N RL W 
Sees. 31-33. 
Sec. 34—620 acres. 
T6N RSW 
Sec. 25—320 acres. 
Sec. 36. 
A total of 101,910 acres. 


Only the Federal land is covered by this appraisal. 
PURPOSE OF APPRAISAL 


The purpose of this appraisal is to establish a present fair market value of 
the lands involved with no consideration of any improvements, and based on a 
100 percent cash payment. 

METHOD OF APPRAISAL 


Of the three usual methods of appraisal, replacement cost less depreciation 
or summation process, comparable sales and capitalization of income, only the 
last can be used in this instance. The summation process is obviously for use 
where improvements are involved, there are no sales available that would meet 
the comparison test of time, size, location, quality, terms, etec., leaving a capitali- 
zation method as the only possible approach. 


INCOME BASIS 


Capitalization of income to an investor must be based on a normal lease, since 
investors with cash to put in this size investment could not reasonably be ex- 
pected to be an operator of such a ranch. The normal lease is a far superior 
measure of value than operating income in any circumstance due to the wide 
variation in capabilities of different operators. 

This ranch is actually leased at present, but the consideration is part of the 
purchase price and cannot be determined exactly. It is therefore necessary to 
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arrive at a reasonable normal rental of these lands and to allocate such renta] 
to land and improvements since only the land portion is being appraised. 

A thorough inspection of the property reveals the following facts. 

1. The land is desert grazing land in general nature, ranging from river bottom 
to rolling hills to flat mesas. 

2. Vegetation consists of paloverde, mesquite, greasewood, ete., and annual 
grasses, virtually no perennial grasses having been noted. 

3. Improvements consist of a headquarters ranch with adequate facilities for 
an operator, wells, pumps, water tanks, fences, and roads. There are also Sev- 
eral landing strips, since operation of such a large area with low carrying capac. 
ity has included the use of aircraft in roundup operations. There is some 
patented land in cultivation in connection with the property ; however, this por. 
tion is only considered in allocating the normal rental to land and improve. 
ments. 

It is the appraiser’s conclusion from the inspection and the above that maxi. 
mum reasonable carrying capacity of the range involved is 2%4 head per gee. 
tion, and the rental used will be based on this figure. 

The nature of the range indicates mixed-breed cattle, and a rental of $15 
per head will be used indicating a total annual rental of $15 x 214 head x 137 
sections or a total rental of $4,625 per year. It is assumed that 10 percent of 
this rental is due to improvements, hence the net rental from Federal lands ig 
$4,160 per year. 

This income, capitalized at 8 percent, would be valued at $52,000. 

The rule of thumb of 50 cents per head per section as a per acre value would 
indicate $1.125 per acre or a value of $98,000. It is the appraiser’s opinion that 
actual value of the land for grazing purposes lies between these figures, but also 
that some consideration must be given to future possibilities of this land, since 
an investor would obviously be interested in possible future values ag well as 
present income. 

FUTURE POSSIBILITIES 


This land lies 35 to 50 miles from Phoenix, and is well within the range of 
possible future development as part of the industrial and residential commn- 
nity being predicted for this area. The question of how far in the future such 
development may be and how much this land may be worth at that time deter- 
mine the present value of such a consideration, and assumptions must be made 
as to the time involved in Phoenix area growth to put subject lands on the 
fringe of development and ready for purchase by a developer, and a probable 
value per acre to a developer at that time. 

The attached charts taken from and based on the Valley National Bank’s 1957 
statistical review are the basis for a conclusion that a 40-year period is rea- 
sonable. Calculations shown on the charts will show how this period was 
determined. 

The probable value per acre of the land is based on prior experience of known 
prices paid for lands purchased by developers of lands closer in that have be- 
come ready for development, tempered for general increases over the intervening 
years. Several fringe areas of the type anticipated for subject lands 40 years 
hence have been purchased by developers or speculators at prices ranging from 
$20 to $50 per acre, and allowing for general increases, it is believed that a 
value of $75 per acre for subject lands 40 years hence is a reasonable conclusion. 

It now remains to compute the value to a cash investor today of a 40-year 
income stream of $4,160 with a residual land value of $75 per acre, or $6,560,250. 

The following calculations show this determination. 


VALUE DUE TO INCOME AND FUTURE VALUE 


Assuming a payment of $2,080 each 6-month period and an interest rate of 10 
percent, average or low for such a hazardous area, the value of the 47 year 
income stream is 

$2,080 x 19.596 
or $40,750 

The factor is from Tabor’s “Mathematics of Finance” table, 80 periods at 
5 percent. 
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Assuming a value 40 years hence of $6,560,250 and semi-annual compounding 
of a 10 percent interest rate, the residual value of the land has a value today of 
$6,560,350 < .020176 

or $132,350 
This factor is also from Tabor. 
The total present value of the land based on income and future value of the 
land is 
$ 40, 750 
132, 350 
173, 100 
This figure represents $1.98 per acre, hence a current value of $2 per acre is 
considered reasonable. 
On this basis, the 87,470 acres more or less, would have a total value of 
$174,940 or $175,000. 
CONCLUSION 


The above considerations show a value for grazing purposes only of about $1 
per acre, and the calculation of a possible speculative value based on reasonable 
assumptions develops a value of $2 per acre or double the value for grazing pur- 
poses only. This appears quite reasonable in view of the high degree of un- 
certainty as to future values, and it is the appraisers considered opinion that a 
prudent buyer in possession of $175,000 in cash would be reluctant to invest in 
the property at any higher figure. 

The land is, therefore, appraised at $2 per acre, an approximate total for the 
land involved of $175,000. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert L. BLAKE, 
Valuation Engineer. 


Calculation of population required to put subject lands in fringe area. 

Present population is 550,000 and development covers an estimated 482 square 
miles with Phoenix as center and extending roughly in a semicircle on Baseline 
Road as a diameter. Development is extending and will extend to the east and 
north before it will extend west. We are therefore justified in taking the full 
period of developing an area 30 miles from Phoenix in each direction except 
south, thus forming a semi-circle with a 60 mile diameter on Baseline Road. 
Development of such an area would bring subject lands to the fringe of develop- 
ment, and to the point where, in the appraiser’s opinion, the land would have 
aprobable value of $75 per acre to a developer. 

To compute the probable time to bring such conditions to subject land, the 
following determinations have been made. 

Present development, 432 square miles. 

Present population, 550,000. 

Required area of development (30 mile radius semicircle), 1,414 square miles. 

Required population 3.8 « 550,000 or 1,815,000. 

Date of reaching 1,800,000 population from projected growth chart is 1997, or 
40 years from the 1957 population used in these calculations. 

It is therefore concluded that a 40-year period of time is required for encroach- 
ing development to enhance the value of subject lands to an average of $75 per 
acre, 


WESTERN FARM MANAGEMENT Co., 
Phoeniz, Ariz., April 9, 1958. 


STEGALL & LAWRENCE RANCH PRELIMINARY APPRAISAL REPORT 
This preliminary report is for the purpose of providing information as to the 


approach to value and the approximate average value of the subject lands. For 
this purpose no detailed description of the property is included. 


54676—60—pt. 1——_8 
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Subject lands 


Acre 
All patented lands in the west half of T. 23 N., R. 11 W. and sec. 8, ’ 
approximately ______ - we eh hoe thee att(astiatanpeia sates hie th eccrine . 8,401 
All patented lands in T. 24 N. , . Skies approximately eS eben a tacaas -- 12,26 
All patented lands in T. 23 N., Des Se Wi xp MORONS ne cicticctmnd aided 10, 289 
All patented lands in T. 24 N., R. 12 W., approximately____________ —a 
Except that in secs. 3, 5, 9, 15, 17, and 19. 
All patented lands in T. 24 N., R. 138 W., approximately________-_ 8, 520 
Except that in secs. 13, 23, 25, 26, E4% and NWYNE\ of sec. 27, 
sec. 35, and SWNEY ge VIGSE% of sec. 34. 
Patented lands in secs. 7, 17, 19, 21, 27, 29, 33, 35, T. 25 N., R. 13 W., 
approximately _— Saas cera eet ace ealar Ss eceer celts guinea et eat cease 4, 954 
oo) oe eee eee eee Si east Mn _.. 51, 138 


In addition to the subject lands, the property contains the following approxi. 
mate areas: 








Acres 
PI INE, TOC R NII Ps tae ov ssc at este oanSe hd eael 6, 640 
I tll ee ec hide Eee 24, 960 
I i a ha ee tS i el 32, 290 

63, 890 
eT RNIN SU OI nis ceceeecnidieni iene etiahialartigeh ines tpeieteiaitpinireiytmenacaingitl 51, 136 
ENT ai COR re nies Sitios pret nenkS 115, 026 


NoTeE.—For the purpose of a final report an audit at the U.S. General Land Office wil} 
reveal the accurate acreage. 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION 


The subject lands omit from consideration certain areas near U.S. Highway 
66 which include the headquarters of the ranch. 

The subject lands, together with adjoining State and Federal leases make up 
an efficient operating area which is adequately watered and fenced. In making 
this appraisal, the approach to value takes into consideration this situation. 


QUALIFYING FACTORS 


The ranch is now a well-balanced operating unit with a strong basic value 
for loan purposes because of the fact that the government leased lands alternate 
with patented land and the tenure is approximately one-half leased and one-half 
patented. However, if the subject land status is changed from patented to Fed- 
eral leases, the proportions will be approximately 5.8 percent patented and 4.2 
percent leased, and the loan value will be drastically lowered. Old line insur- 
ance companies now refuse to lend on ranches in which the ratio of patented to 
leasehold is less than 20 to 80 percent. 

Another aspect of the proposed exchange of subject lands for Federal land is 
that after such exchange the Federal lands will be blocked out in a manner 
that would make it feasible to lease to an applicant other than the owner of 
this ranch. In other words, the exchange will limit the permanence of tenure 
which the alternate section pattern provides. 

Recent sales of land in the vicinity show a market for varied purposes. Large 
operating ranches have been sold as strictly livestock operating units. For 
instance, the Fort Rock Ranch about 6 miles south of the subject property; the 
X Bar One Ranch which adjoins; and the Hall Double O about 12 miles to the 
east. An analysis of these sales reveals that values: follow a parallel pattern, 
the main difference being in improvements. 

In addition to sales of the type above mentioned, there have been numerous 
eases of comparatively isolated tracts varying in size from 160 acres to large 
blocks of checkerboarded holdings which do not involve the leases on alternate 
Government leases. Many of these sales are obviously for speculative purposes 
and the prospective land use does not involve a livestock or other agricultural 
operation. In order to make a judgment as to comparative values it is necessary 
to study the type of land in each sale, since the variation is great as to elevation, 

rainfall, topography, and type of forage cover. 

In making this appraisal of lands which are to be exchanged, thus changing 
the type of tenure of the lands in the operating unit, it is necessary to form an 
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opinion of the relative value of the tenure in fee simple as compared to a State 
jeasehold or Federal license. ; 

The market value of leases and iicenses rests in the preferential right of 
renewal which is reflected by the earning capacity of the land capitalized after 
deducting the cost of fees and operation overhead. The capitalization rate must 
take into consideration a forecast of the length of existing tenure. 

The market value of land held in fee rests in the capitalized net earning 
capacity plus the value which accrues by virtue of the desirability of complete 
and permanent ownership. Of course the capitalization rate is logically lower 
pecause of the permanency of the fee holding. 


COMPARATIVE SALES 


A study was made of a very large number of recent sales in Mohave and 
Yavapai Counties from which were selected about 25 that are typical in their 
respective areas. 

These sales vary from 50 cents to $15.50 per acre. The analysis of conditions 
of sale and qualifying factors leads to the conclusion that the fair market value 
of subject lands will fall between $6 and $7 per acre. 


SUMMATION APPROACH 


The purchase price of the ranch is the best measure of its market value. It 
was an arm’s-length deal between an informed and able buyer and a competent 
and willing seller. Furthermore, it follows closely comparable recent sales in 
the vicinity. 

An analysis of this purchase taking into consideration the qualifying factors 
discussed above is as follows: 


Chattels and nonland values included in the purchase ae 
Leases and licenses 57,250 at $2.22 ee ne BE. 127, 095 
Patented land 57,776 at $7.233 plus peek ae _._ 417, 905 

ass aa a Oe ie ae ee ES Ss na: isgs aria, ee 


The above calculation of $2.22 is arrived at by taking the carrying capacity 
of seven head per section at an average pasture value of $25 per head per year 
under terms where the landlord furnishes ordinary care, salt, and rental fees 
totaling approximately $30 per section per year, or a net earning rate of $145 
per section per year which is capitalized at 10 percent. 

The patented land value is arrived at by taking the total ranch value and 
deducting therefrom the value of chattels, leaseholds, improvements extraneous 
to ranch operation, etec., thus arriving at a total value for the land held in fee. 

In order to break down the values between the subject lands and the total, 
the following method is used: 


6,640 acres retained, including headquarters and special use lands along U.S. 
Highway 66, which by comparative approach we value at $12 per 


acre: 
6,640 acres at $12 re Z ; oe eae pe $79, 680 
Chattels and miscellaneous as above________._ _ 55, 000 


Leases and licenses 57,250 at $2.22 


Dame 


eal acai ss piesgenm tpi doopelitises nical ca 
Subject patented 51,136 at $6.61- 
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VALUATION 


After weighing all factors affecting value, in my opinion the fair market value 
of the subject property is $6.50 per acre. 
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Ep TRUxAL REALTY 


PHOENIX, ArIz., February 6, 1958. 
M. TAYLtor LAWRENCE, Jr., 
ARTHUR J. STEGALL, Jr., 
Phoeniz, Ariz. 

GENTLEMEN : In compliance with your request for an appraisal of the property 
known as the Douglas Ranch, comprising some 85,000 acres, per the attached 
map, I wish to state that I have personally inspected said property, have care. 
fully analyzed all of the factors which index its value, and respectfully submit 
herewith my findings as to the reasonable cash market value of the property as 
of this date. 

The estimated reasonable market value is $426,080. Reasonable market value 
is defined as being that price which a well informed, typical purchaser, acting 
intelligently and without necessity, would be warranted in paying for a prop- 
erty for long-term use and/or enjoyment and is said to be the present worth of 
all the rights to future benefits to be derived from a property. 

The Douglas Ranch property, on which the above appraisal is based, is at the 
present time Federal grazing land, located as follows: 

Township 6 North, Ranges 4 and 5 West. 

Township 5 North, Ranges 4 and 5 West. 

Township 4 North, Ranges 4 and 5 West. 

Township 3 North, Ranges 4, 5 and 6 West. 


BASIS OF APPRAISAL 


Land lying east of the Hassayampa River in 5 N., 4 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 3,880 acres, appraised at $10 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River in 5 N., 4 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 8,000 acres, at $7.50 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River, 5 N., 5 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 21,760 acres, at $6 an acre; 

Land lying east of Hassayampa River, 6 N., 4 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 340 acres, $2.50 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River, 6 N., 5 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 1,400 acres, $1.50 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River, 6 N., 5 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 960 acres, $1.50 an acre; 

Land lying east of Hassayampa River, 4 N., 4 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 4,120 acres, $6.25 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River, 4 N., 4 W. and 5 W., consisting of 
approximately 20,320 acres, $3.50; 

Land lying east of Hassayampa River, 3 N., 4 W. and 5 W., consisting of ap- 
proximately 11,040 acres, $2.75 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa, 3 N., 4 W. and 5 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 10,120 acres, $5 an acre; 

Land lying west of Hassayampa River, 4 N., 6 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 3,060 acres, $5 an acre. 

To further amplify my findings: The land on both the east and west side of 
the Hassayampa River is very hilly, with numerous guiches, draws and arroyos 
for a distance of 2 to 3 miles from the center of the river bed; the north part 
of the ranch is quite hilly, and the southwest portion has a great deal of dry, 
limey desert loam. There are no wells or dirt tanks located on the Federal graz- 
ing land, no power, gas, or water lines available, except that in the southwest 
portion there is a powerline running northwest across the corner of the prop- 
erty. I can see no commercial value or agricultural use because of the inacces- 
sibility of the general terrain. Its only suitable use today would be as a cattle 
grazing ranch. All of the river bottom land has no value. 

For your general information, I am 49 years old and have lived in Maricopa 
County for 12 years. I have been interested in and have studied informally the 
real estate and property situation in Maricopa County for 12 years, and during 
the last 4 years of that time I have been exclusively engaged in business as a 
real estate salesman and broker; at the present time I hold a broker’s license 
issued by the Real Estate Board of the State of Arizona. During the last few 
years I have been particularly interested in ranch properties and desert lands, 
have had a great deal of experience in both buying and selling, as well as ap- 
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praising, for my own purposes and for customers, desert land in and about the 
area of the above described property; and only recently made an appraisal of 
desert land for the Valley National Bank. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Epw. TRUXAL. 


FEBRUARY 14, 1958. 
Mr. M. Taytor LAWRENCE, Jr., 
Mr. ArtHuR J. STEGALL, Jr., 
Phoenia, Ariz. 

GENTLEMEN: At your request, I traveled by jeep over the acreage known as 
the Douglas Ranch, Saturday, February 1. This acreage comprises an area of 
approximately 85,000 acres as shown on the map used in making the check 
and on which I am offering my valuation from the standpoint of one familiar 
with such land. All the factors, now and in the foreseeable future, have been 
considered by this viewer in making and presenting this statement of value of 
the land, located in Maricopa County, Ariz., as follows: 

3,880 acres east of Hassayampa River in 5 N., 4 W. valued at $9.50 acre. 

8.000 acres west of Hassayampa River in 5 N., 4 W. valued at $7.75 acre. 

21,760 acres west of Hassayampa River in 5 N., 5 W. valued at $6.25 acre. 

340 acres east of Hassayampa River in 6 N., 4 W. valued at $2.50 acre. 

1,400 acres west of Hassayampa River in 6 N., 5 W. valued at $1.50 acre. 

960 acres west of Hassayampa River in 6 N., 5 W. valued at $6.00 acre. 

4,120 acres east of Hassayampa River in 4 N., 4 W. valued at $6 acre. 

20,300 acres west of Hassayampa River in 4 N., 4 & 5 W. valued at $3.50 acre. 

11040 acres east of Hassayampa River in 3 N., 4 & 5 W. valued at $2.75 acre. 

10,120 acres west of Hassayampa River in 3 N., 5 W. valued at $5 acre. 

3,600 acres west of Hassayampa River in 4 N., 6 W. valued at $5 acre. 

This represents an appraised value of $431,280. Please bear in mind however 
that the acreages are approximate although a check does verify the approximate 
total of 85,000 acres. 

The land on the east and west sides of the Hassayampa River is hilly with 
many gulches for several miles from the center of the river. I observed that 
the north part of the ranch was quite hilly and a substantial portion of the 
ranch has a sandy-loamy desert soil. No wells were seen on the Federal grazing 
land and no electric, gas, or water lines were seen, other than an electric line 
across the southwest corner of the ranch. 

The land itself is barren of vegetation to the extent that it could support 
very few head of cattle. It’s rough terrain and the washed conditions along 
the river, the wide area affected by the river bed and the inaccessibility of the 
land west of the Hassayampa River tend to place an extremely low value on 
the entire acreage. Because of these conditions the commercial value of the 
land is practically nil. 

The estimated value is based on a purchase and/or use by an operator familiar 
with such land and its uses and represents the worth now and for future bene- 
fits which might accrue to the property based on its present condition and con- 
sidering the inaccessibility of power and water. 

The writer has no personal interest in the property and none is anticipated 
and no interest in any real estate transaction which might possibly result from 
this appraisal. 

The charge for my services in this appraisal is in no way affected by the 
property value as outlined above. Rather, it is a compensation for time required 
in viewing the land and preparation of this appraisal report. 

Yours very truly, 
ALFRED H. CLEMENS. 

Mr. Neweti. This is a report by Robert L. Blake, involving the 
appraisal of 87,470 acres within the Wittmann area. I believe, as I 
read here, with a value of $2 per acre, or a total of $175,000 assigned 
for the acreage. That is the original acreage in the selection, I 
believe. 
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Mr. Monvrcomery. And that is only one of the reports. There are 
two other reports there. Inform the subeommittee what the appraisal 
was on the other two reports. 

Mr. Neweuu. The second appraisal report is designated as a pre. 
liminary report prepared by Western Farm Management Co., involy- 
ing 115,026 acres of land described near Highway 66, which I would 
gather is the offered lands. 

Mr. Monteomery. It includes the offered lands? 

Mr. Newe tt. Yes. 

Mr. Monteomery. I would say it is more than the offered lands, 
because we only have about 49,000 acres in the offered lands. 

Mr. Newexu. This second appraisal report appears to include al] 
the offered lands plus 6,640 acres of patented lands, 24,960 acres of 
State leases, 32,290 acres of Federal Bureau of Land Management 
leases. 

Mr. Monreomery. That relates to the offered lands in this case? 

Mr. Neweu. That appears to relate to the offered lands. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have another appraisal report that re- 
lates to the selected lands? 

Mr. Newewu. There is a letter here headed “Ed Truxal Realty.” 
He gives a value for the property known as the Douglas Ranch com- 
prising some 85,000 acres situated in T. 6, 5, 4,3 N., R. 4, 5, and 6 W,, 
lands lying east of the Hassayampa River, 3,880 acres, at $10 per acre, 
lands lying west of the Hassayampa River—excuse me, that first part 
should have read “5 N., 4 W., lands lying west of the Hassayampa 
River, 5 N., 4 W., 8,000 acres, $7.50 an acre; lands lying west of the 
Hassayampa River, 5 N., 5 W., 21,760 acres at $6 an acre; lands lying 
east of the Hassayampa River, 6 N., 4 W., consisting of 340 acres, 
$2.50 per acre; lands lying west of the Hassayampa River, T. 6 N,, 
5 W., consisting of approximately 1,400 acres, $1.50 per acre.” 

Mr. Monreomery. That was west of the Hassayampa ? 

Mr. Newett. Lands lying west of the Hassayampa River. 

Mr. Monreomery. Is it correct that all the selected lands in this case 
are west of the Hassayampa River? 

Mr. Neweu. Yes, they are all west, and he has considerably more 
breakdown here. Land lying west of the Hassayampa River, 6 N., 
5 W., 960 acres, $1.50 per acre; lands lying east of the Hassayampa 
River in 4 N., 4 W., consisting of approximately 4,120 acres, $6.25 per 
acre; land lying west of the Hassayampa River, T. 4 N., R. 4 andi W,, 
consisting of approximately 20,320 acres, $3.50; land lying east of the 
Hassayampa River, 3 N., R. 4 W. and 5 W., consisting of approxi- 
mately 11,040 acres, $2.75 per acre; land lying west of the Hassa- 
yampa River, T. 3 N., R. 4 and 5 W., consisting of approximately 
10,120 acres, $5 per acre; land lying west of the Hassayampa River, 
T. 4 N., 6 W., consisting of approximately 3,060 acres, $5 per acre. 

I don’t see a total—oh, yes, the estimated reasonable market value 
is $426,080. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And that was for how many acres? 

Mr. NEewetw. 85,000 acres. 

Mr. Monteomery. 85,000 acres? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Yet the Bureau of Land Management’s appraisal 
on 58,000 of the acres involved in that case was for a total value of 
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$195,952 as against this appraisal for some 30,000 more acres at 
$426,000 ? 

Mr. Newetx. The Bureau of Land Management’s appraisal made on 
the 85,000 acres as listed by Mr. Truxal is 1 ,190,000-some-odd dollars. 
This, as compared to the $426,000. 

Mr. Montcomery. You appraised the entire tract at how much, 
now ? 

Mr. Newe wt. I will have to look at the records to get the exact fig- 
ure. I said 1.190.000-some-odd. 

Mr. Monteomery. But that appraisal included the land that was 
eliminated in the amended application. The last figure you men- 
tioned, 1,190,000-some-odd, was the original appraisal which included 
18,000 acres valued at $50 an acre east of the Hassayampa River ? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, it includes the same lands listed in this—— 

Mr. Monteomery. That land was eliminated on the amended ap- 
jlication which will reduce your overall total appraisal on the selected 
land to $195,952. 

Mr. Newe wu. In the complete transaction that is true, that figure, 

according to the records, is $1,190,872.73. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, what does the figure represent that you 
just quet ed ? 

Mr. Newevi. That figure represented the original appraisal, the 
appraisal on the or iginal application. 

Mr. Monréomery. The Bureau of Land Management appraisal ? 

Mr. Newewu. 85,915.15 acres. 

Mr. Montcomery. We have the amount for the record, $1,190,872.73 
is the total BLM appraised value for the 85,000 acres covered by the 
original application. 

Mr. Newe wu. $1,190,872.73. That was 85,915.15 acres 

Mr. Monrcomery. That’s all the questions right now. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. I understood you to testify that the land marked 
No. fine pink, could be sold in small tracts ? 

Mr. Neweiv. Under the Small Tract. Act, yes, sir, it can be. 

i Floren ars, That is the act of 1938 ¢ 

Mr. Newe.w. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Will you very briefly but completely tell us under 
what circumstances you can sell small tracts 

Mr. Newrty. Small tracts may be sold upon classification as suit- 
able for disposal for a specific purpose for homesite, recreational site, 
cabin sites, and business sites. The land must be suitable for the pur- 
pose, for that purpose, and disposed of for the purposes classified. 

Mr. Horrman. You are limited to 5-acre tracts? 

Mr. Neweu. Yes, sir, in size. 

Mr. Horrman. What must you find before you can sell that 5 acres ? 

Mr. Neweii. You must determine that the land is suitable for the 


saa for which the individual wants it, homesite, recreational, 
usiness. 


Mr. HorrmMan. Business? 
Mr. Neweiu. Business. 
Mr. Horrman. Home? 
Mr. Neweiyi. Home. 


Mr. Horrman. Recreation? 
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Mr. Newt. Recreational purposes, cabin sites. 

Mr. Horrman. What terms? 

Mr. Newe tu. The terms are a 3-year lease with an option to pur. 
chase, provided you build certain improvements. 

Mr. Horrman. What improvements? 

Mr. Newe.y. The improvements as described in the classification 
order and as requested. 

Mr. Horrman. Suppose I want to buy 5 acres for what must I do 
must I pay cash ? 

Mr. Nrwet. No, sir, not under a lease with option to purchase 
You must obtain a lease, build the improvements required. ; 

Mr. Horrman. How much must I pay down? 

Mr. Newexy. You must pay a filing fee of $10, and a $15 advance 
rental. The rental may change. 

Mr. Horrman. That is less than $50 so far ? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir; the yearly rental will be based on the ap- 
praised price of the tract once it is established, but the—— 

Mr. Horrman. The yearly rental for how long, until I have met 
the purchase price ? 

Mr. Newe ut. No, sir, until you have built the required improve- 
ments, 

Mr. Horrman. What’s that, now ? 

Mr. Newerti. Whatever improvements are required under the clas- 
sification 

Mr. Horrman. Wait a minute, maybe I don’t make myself clear, 
IT have my $50, and I want to buy 5 acres from you in that pink land 
for recreation. What must I build on it? 

Mr. Neweiu. We haven’t classified lands for recreational purposes 
and disposed of them under the Small Tract Act in Arizona for some 
time, but at the time we were doing it they were requiring some picnic 
facilities such as barbecue fireplace pit, some sanitary facilities, 

Mr. Horrman. Sanitary and barbecue and what else ? 

Mr. Newey. That would be it. 

Mr. Horrman. Suppose I want to build a cabin on it, how much 
must I put in it? 

Mr. Newexu. The cabin would have to be a livable cabin. We 
would specify—— 

Mr. Horrman. How many rooms? 

Mr. Newetu. Usually we ask for at least two rooms. 

Mr. Horrman. Costing approximately how much? 

Mr. Newewu. I would say approximately $2,500 to $3,000 would 
be a minimum value. 

Mr. Horrman. Then I can put in acesspool of my own ? 

Mr. Newext. You would probably have to under our classification. 

Mr. Horrman. Would you put in the well, or would I? 

Mr. Newetu. That would be entirely up to you. 

Mr. Horrman. Why didn’t you sell this pink tract or try to sell it 
in competition with these other fellows, other buyers outside ¢ 

Mr. Newewy. We didn’t feel that the area warranted a small tract 
classification. The land was not suitable. 

Mr. Horrman. Why not? Here’s the situation as it is here; I 
find an impression that you people in the agency have just thrown 
away, you might say, Uncle Sam’s land. You have let it go for little 
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or nothing when it was worth 10 or a hundred times what you let it 
vo for. 1 get that impression. What is your answer to that charge? 
~ Mr. Newe.u. We will say that the lands were not suitable for 
disposal. 

Mr. Horrman. Why? 

Mr. Newe.ui. Topography, the washes, the flooding, the soil, the 
terrain, there are no public utilities. 

Mr. Horrman. It is only a few miles out. All I know from what 
Lhave heard from the witnesses and what rumors you get, it is only 
a few miles from where this : and worth $200 an acre, or say $150, you 
traded it off for land worth $4, $5 an acre. 

Mr. Newe tv. I might point out on the map there is a considerable 
difference in accessibility. 

Mr. Horrman. Yousee where you are, don’t you? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. The land sold in small tracts by private 
individu: als were e: ist of the Hassayampa River, easy ace essibility from 
the main highway, and in most cases had actual roads eraded to them 
around the boundaries, usu: ally staked out with wooden stakes. The 
buyers were t: aken to the lots. The 1: ands we are speaking of he across 
the river, and insofar as I know, there is no bridge. If you are going 
to Wickenburg you are coming down from the north over unimproved 
toads, or from the south. 

Mr. Horrman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Mollohan, didn’t 
you? 
~ Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And in my mind that boiled down to either some- 
body had received some benefit for that decision, or else they didn’t, 
that they knew better, shouldn’t have done it, something crooked in it, 
or you weren’t familiar enough with the situation here so you could 
exercise what might be a fair judgme nt. Do you have any thing to say 
inanswer to that ? 

Mr. Newe tt. I feel there was fair judgment exercised. It was nei- 
ther stupidity nor crookedness, but that fair judgment was exercised. 

Mr. Horrman. Anything else you want to say about it ? 

Mr. Newey. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You didn’t get anything? 

Mr. Newe.tu. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of anybody that did? 

Mr. Newety. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, who else passed on this, appraised this land ? 

Mr. Newreii. Who passed on the appraisal ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, the names of the men ? 

Mr. Newett. Ed Rowland, State supervisor; I believe Harold 
Hochmuth, land staff officer in Washington; Edward Woozley, Diree- 
tor of the Bureau of Land Management; and I don’t know whether it 
went to a departmental level or not. 

Mr. Horrman. How long have they been in the service ? 

_ Mr. Newett. I believe Ed Rowland probably has been in the serv- 
ie Well over 20 years; Harold Hochmuth probably has been about 
the same time; and the Director possibly about 8 years. 

Mr. Horrman. And how long have you been in? 

Mr. Neweun. Eleven years. 
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Mr. Horrman. And have any one of those named, including your. 
self, shown any evidence of excessive prosperity ? a 

Mr. NeweE ut. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Any of them take long vacations or have too man 
ears or what do they have around here, the wealthy ones, where do 
they put their extra money? You get the drift of my questions: | 
want to know if there is any evidence of anyone making too much 
money, unless it’s maybe the real estate fellows. 

Mr. Newewu. There is absolutely no evidence that anyone received 
any consideration whatsoever. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any question in connection with 
this whole thing, this whole investigation, that anyone wants to re- 
fuse to answer ? 

Mr. Newett. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t admit there is anything wrong with it 
any where ? 

Mr. Newe tt. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Well, Mr. Newell, we seem to have a little difference of 
opinion here between the various people within the department of 
the Bureau of Land Management. I have a memorandum addressed 
to the administrator, area 2, from the Director, subject “Arizona Pri- 
vate Exchanges, Supplemental Information to Report Submitted 
July 3, 1958.” 

(Memo included in the record at page 40.) 

Reading it, it would appear to me it was the judgment of the person 
who dictated this memorandum, and I assume it was the Director 
because it says from the Director, that first his conclusion, “This, 
combined with the existence of outside estimates running considerably 
higher, would seem to require that a new appraisal be made of these 
lands.” Was such a reappraisal made? 

Mr. Newey. A review of the appraisal was made. I would like 
to see the memorandum, if possible. 

Mr. Moss. Was a new appraisal made? 

Mr. Newer. A new appraisal was not made; a review was made 
of the original appraisal. 

Mr. Moss. Who reviewed the original appraisal ? 

Mr. Newett. The original appraisal was reviewed by the area lands 
officer from Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Moss. He reviewed your working papers? 

Mr. NeweEL.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In consultation with you, or entirely on the basis of the 
documents submitted by you? 

Mr. Newett. In consultation with me and the record. A complete 
appraisal was not made, reappraisal was not made, due to the pend- 
ency of a protest at that time. 

Mr. Moss. Now, it says here— 

The appraiser, without citing any specific market transactions or adjusting 
therefrom, simply stated “Based on market data and income analysis and in 
consideration of all other pertinent factors, the indicated value of these lands 
is $1.50 per acre.” We are unable to find any Maricopa County market trans- 
action cited in the report in which the price was lower than $6 per acre. 


Was that considered in the revaluation of the appraisal ? 
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Mr. Newet. There was no revaluation made of the lands, a review 
was made. 

Mr. Moss. What isa review? Did you look at it again? 

Mr. NeweE tt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Did you look at it again and carefully evaluate the work 
that had been done in view of the points raised in this memorandum ? 

Mr. NewEtu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And although this memorandum points out glaring de- 
fects, the same conclusion as originally reached was reached again ? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. The case was then affected by a protest and 
was in process of being reviewed or sent to the Washington office. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Newell, what are your qualifications as a land ap- 
praiser ? I notice that your title is lands and minerals officer, Bureau 
of Land Management, Phoenix office. 

Mr. Newetu. I have a bachelor’s degree in general science, a mas- 
ter’s degree in forestry, 11 years’ experience appraising public lands 
in the State of Arizona, and attendance at the Bureau appraisal 
schools. 

Mr. Moss. Conducted by the Bureau out of Washington? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do they have manuals on appraisal ? 

Mr. NeweEuu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do they have men who have been specifically trained 
prior to entering the Government service in the field of appraisals? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, sir; they didn’t a few years ago, but they are 
rapidly 

Mr. Moss. How recently have they acquired this type of com- 
petence ¢ 

Mr. Newe tt. I don’t know when; I think area 3 has an appraiser, 
I don’t know when the first ones were brought in. 

Mr. Moss. What type of appraisals have you made during the 11 
years in which you have engaged in this activity for the Government ? 

Mr. Neweti. Undeveloped public domain lands. 

Mr. Moss. Does this appraisal follow a set procedure spelled out 
in @ manual or an instruction from the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment ? 

Mr. Newext. It follows a procedure and a conclusion, being an 
opinion of value; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. An opinion of value? 

Mr. NeweE tw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Does it give weight to speculative impact? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Does it give weight to encroachment of growth? 

Mr. NeweEwu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. All right, then, how do we arrive at $4 for the checker- 
board lands on map No. 1 as an average per acre, and for over 50,000 
acres near the city of Phoenix a price of $1.50? Is the land in Mohave 
County more productive ? 

Mr. Newety. From a range standpoint; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Is it productive without water ? 

Mr. Neweit. Yes, sir; from a range standpoint, from the natural 
rainfall. 

Mr. Moss. Is it more productive by two and approximately one- 
half times the land in Maricopa County ? 














118 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You would stake your reputation on it? 

Mr. Newetn. I would think so. 

Mr. Moss. I don’t want you to think; you have made the recommen. 
dation of its value, you should be very definite in this, not a matter 
of opinion, an equivocal opinion, but rather an unequivocal expres. 
sion. It seems, frankly, inconceivable to me that remote lands should 
be 21% times as valuable as land near a rapidly growing metropolitan 
area, if you have given proper consideration to encroachment of 
growth and to speculative impact. Is there a scarcity of underground 
water in the lands in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Newery. Yes, sir; in this particular area, definitely. 

Mr. Moss. We will have a letter from the U.S. Geological Survey 
as to the nature of the ground water conditions in both areas, and that 
will be made a part of the record of this hearing. 

(The letter follows:) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1960. 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Assigned Power and Land Problems, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Moss: This is in reply to your telephone inquiry of March 24, 1960, 
for information concerning ground-water conditions in areas in Mohave and 
Maricopa Counties, Ariz. We believe that you already have a copy of Mr. D. G. 
Metzger’s letter of March 21, 1960, giving the available open-file information to 
Mr. G. R. Bartlett, of the committee’s staff. 

The following information has been obtained from the district office of the 
Geological Survey at Tucson, Ariz. : 


MOHAVE COUNTY 


The land in Mohave County is south of the Hualapai Indian Reservation and 
is known as the Truxton Valley area. Parts or all of the following sections are 
reported by Mr. Bartlett to be involved : 

1, 24 N., RB. 13 We, sees. 1, 3,.5,: 7,9 11, 15, 17,.19, 21, 27, 29,.31,, 38 

12k N., R..12 W., seca 1, 7, 1d, 13,,25, 20, 2h, 2H 31, 33,35. 

T. 25 N., R. 13 W., secs. 9; 17, 19, 21, 27, 29, 33, 35. 

T. 23.N., R. 12 W., secs. 1; 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 18, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27; 29, 
31, 33, 35. 

Poe tL WwW. secs. 1, 2, .& 7,.9,:11,. 35, 15 17, 10, 21, 23..28. See 


2 99 O- 
51, oo, oO). 


‘Le 20. Be. 12 W., Goce. 3, 5, 7, 9, Tt, 19, 21, 20; St. Vs. 

The Truxton Valley area has been partially mapped recently as a part of the 
study of the ground-water resources of the Hualapai Indian Reservation. The 
report was prepared by F. R. Twenter and has been released to the open file 
pending publication as a section in Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 1460. 

The rocks of the area include (1) Precambrian granite; (2) Cambrian, Devo- 
nian, and Mississippian sedimentary rocks; (3) Tertiary and Quaternary vol- 
canic rocks; and (4) Tertiary and Quaternary lakebeds. 

The Precambrian rocks are not known to be water bearing in the Truxton 
area, and only locally elsewhere do they contain water in fractures sufficient 
to supply a few gallons per minute to stock and domestic wells. The Cambrian 
rocks are water bearing on the Hualapai Reservation, but the structural po- 
sition of all the Paleozoic rocks in the Truxton Valley area would preclude the 
presence of quantities of ground water sufficient to supply wells. The Paleozoic 
rocks exposed on Music Mountain, in T. 25 N., R. 13 W., dip northeastward away 
from Truxton Valley toward the reservation. Also, the Paleozoic rocks in T. 24 
N., R. 11 W., dip to the southeast away from the valley. The Tertiary and 
Quaternary volcanic rocks occur as relatively thin, isolated patches and are not 
regarded as potential aquifers. 

The only rocks in the Truxton Valley area known to contain appreciable 
quantities of ground water are the Tertiary and Quaternary lakebeds, which 
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occur principally in T. 24.N.,R.12 W. The lakebeds were deposited in an ancient, 
deeply eroded valley and the extent of the potential aquifer is limited to about 
six sections of the township. The maximum thickness of the water-bearing beds 
probably is less than 500 feet. Two wells, about 300 to 400 feet deep, are known 
to produce water from the lakebeds. One well near the downstream end of the 
lakebeds has a depth to water of 150 feet. No water-level measurement is avail- 
able for the other well, but it supplies the town of Truxton which has a popula- 
tion of about 25 persons. It is possible that yields of as much as a few hundred 
gallons per minute could be obtained from some wells in the lakebed; however, 
the fine grain of the materials and the small extent of the deposits limit the 
amount of ground water in storage. 


MARICOPA COUNTY 


The land in Maricopa County is west of Phoenix and is known as the upper 
Hassayampa area. A part or all of the following sections are reported by Mr. 
Bartlett to be involved : 

T.4N., R. 4 W., secs. 7, 18. 


T.3 N., R.5 W., sees. 2-11, 14-16, 23. 
T.3N., R. 6 W., sees. 1-3, 11, 12. 
T.4N., R. 6 W., secs. 25-27, 34-36. 
T.4N. 15, 17-32, 34, 35. 
= N 
N. 


vw 
T.5 N., R. 4 W., secs. 4-9, 17-20, 29-3 
T.6N.,R. 4 W., sees. 31, 3: 
T.6N., R. 5 W., secs. 25, 3¢ 
T.5N., R. 5 W., sees. 1, 3-5, 7-15, 21-28, 33-35. 

No ground-water study has been made in the upper Hassayampa area, but it 
is similar geologically to many of the basins in southern Arizona. Until further 
studies are made in the area, including test drilling and pumping, all estimates 
of the ground-water potential must be based on the meager data available. The 
area is underlain by alluvium of unknown thickness, but on the basis of infor- 
mation from deep wells in other basins, an estimate of several hundred to a 
thousand feet or more seems likely. 

Data are available for only 13 wells in the area. Of these only one is of large 
capacity and has been tested for yield. This well, in section 5, T. 4 N., R. 5 W. 
(see sketch), was drilled as a test well, 16 inches in diameter and 712 feet deep. 
It penetrated only alluvium and did not reach bedrock. The depth to water was 
881 feet below the land surface in March 1955. After pumping for 5 hours at 
a rate of 1,400 gallons per minute, the pumping lift was 550 feet. Thus, the 
specific capacity of the well is about 8 gallons per minute per foot of drawdown. 

The other wells are stock wells of small diameter. For the most part, the 
data concerning them are reported. Indications are that the water table gradient 
is in the direction of the surface-water drainage—that is, southeastward toward 
the Hassayampa River. 

The mineral quality of the water is as good as or better than that of the water 
from other basins. The dissolved-solids content of the water from the test hole 
was 431 parts per million, and from four of the stock wells it was 198, 242, 319, 
and 413 parts per million, respectively. 

Probably the most important factor to be considered when discussing the 
ground-water potential of an area in southern Arizona is the amount of ground 
water in storage. It is widely known that irrigation and other development in 
much of southern Arizona is based largely on a “mining” economy, wherein 
most of the ground water that is pumped is taken from storage. The amount 
of recharge to these basins is negligible when compared to the amount of water 
withdrawn by wells; thus, most of this water is obtained by slowly depleting 
the very large quantity of ground water stored in the underground reservoirs. 
Therefore, the ground-water condition of most interest in the upper Hassayampa 
area is the probable size of the ground-water reservoir. The small amount of 
information available indicates that the reservoir probably is large and may be 
very large. Much of the area is underlain by alluvium (see sketch map), and 
the deepest well (712 feet) did not reach the bottom. The alluvial fill in adja- 
cent basins is known to exceed 2,000 feet in maximum thickness. The specific 
yield of the single test well suggests a permeability comparable to that in well 
irrigation districts in the State. 

Ordinarily a water level of 381 feet and a pumping lift of 550 feet are excessive 
for successful agriculture. However, there are localities in Arizona where such 
lifts are being practiced. The success of such ventures, of course, depends on 


) 
,R.5 W., sees. 1, ¢ 
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a number of factors such as the quality of the water, the type of soils, the 
of crop possible, the length of growing season, and the availability of markets, 
We, therefore, cannot make any evaluation of the possibilities for dey elopment 
of the lands for agriculture solely on estimates of the availability of ground 
water. 

Sincerely yours, 


type 


Royce A. Harpy, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Moss. Have you received such a report ? 

Mr. Newetx. Not recently. We made a considerable and detailed 
study of the selected lands a number of years; I was not involved 
in that study. 

Mr. Moss. Did you make it at the time you made you appraisal ? 

Mr. Newe tt. I considered it. 

Mr. Moss. Did you update it ? 

Mr. Newetu. Well, we considered the report and what informa- 
tion—not by checking the geological survey; no, sir. 

Mr. Moss. How did you consider it? Look at it and say this is what 
it appears to be, or did you make some independent inquiries to more 
precisely establish the conditions of the moment ? 

Mr. Newetu. We checked the conditions of the known wells on the 
land, and in the area, and arrived at a conclusion. 

Mr. Moss. How did you do that ? 

Mr. Newe tw. By interview with the individuals concerned. We had 
a detailed report from a proposed irrigation well, and the irrigation 
well that was actually drilled on the selected lands, we had a detailed 
report from atest from that well. 

Mr. Moss. One well ? 

Mr. Newett. One well. 

Mr. Moss. On some 50,000 acres of land ( 

Mr. Newewu. There is one other well, I believe a stock well. 

Mr. Moss. And this led to the conclusion as to the availability of 
water ¢ 

Mr. Newe i. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. And how did you determine the availability of water 
on the lands to which the Government could gain title in Mojave 
County ¢ 

Mr. Neweti. We made no such determination because of the fact 
that the lands for the most part could not be cultivated. 

Mr. Moss. Was there a water supply ? 

Mr. Newer. Not an irrigation supply, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Moss. Is it a fact that the Lawrence-Stegall—what is it, a 
partnership, a corporation, what is the style of their doing business? 

Mr. Newetw. I am not sure; their application just reads the two 
names. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s ask. Is there water other than that to which they 
retained their right and title? 

Mr. Newett. On the offered lands? 

Mr. Moss. On the offered lands. 

Mr. Newe... Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. How much and where? 

Mr. Newe tu. I don’t know how much. I have a map which I 
could show you. 

Mr. Moss. Is it surface water? 

Mr. Newe tt. Yes, sir; from stock tanks. 
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Mr. Moss. Well, it isn’t surface water, then, it is well water 

Mr. Newet. Stock tanks would collect the runoff. 

Mr. Moss. You have no springs or streams? 

Mr. Newer. No, sir; no running springs or streams to my 
knowledge. 

Mr. Moss. Are there springs or streams on the portion of the land 
retained by Lawrence-Stegall ! 

Mr. Neweti. U ndoubtedly there are springs retained on the land; 

yes, sir’. 
“ Mr. Moss. Now, you indicated that you are not at the moment 
informed as to whether Lawrence and Stegall have in fact executed 
a grazing lease on the lands which they offered as the base lands in 
this transaction. 

Mr. Neweiw. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. How long will it take the people in your office to deter- 
mine that fact and inform this subcommittee ? 

Mr. Newe.u. Five minutes, merely a phone call. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have a member of your staff present who can 
at that information 

Mr. Neweu. The office is closed at the present time. 

Mr. Moss. All right, we would like to have that information when 
we reconvene tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. Newe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. There will be a reservation made in the record at this 
point to receive it. i ; 

(The information requested was furnished in the testimony of EF. I. 
Rowland, p. 147.) (See also p. 124.) 

Mr. Moss. You have stated that the availability of water on the 
federally held portions of the Mojave base lands offered in this trans- 
action is somewhat indeterminate, is that correct ? 

Mr. Newewu. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. That is true? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. This is the land which cannot become productive other 
than the natural development of pasturage or grazing? 

Mr. Newetu. You are speaking of the offered lands? 

Mr. Moss. Of the offered lands, the base lands. 

Mr. Newent. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Yet you have assigned to that a value of $4 per acre ? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. As contrasted with the $1.50 per acre for the lands lo- 

cated approximately 30 miles from the city of Phoenix. 

Mr. Newer. A portion of those lands. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s get. to this question of accessibility. What magic 
makes the lands on the east of the Hassayampa River approximately 
10 times more valuable than the lands on the west? 

Mr. Newex. It depends on— 

Mr. Moss. I said 10, I should have modified that, because actually 
we find that it is $50 against $1.50 for the 18,000 acres that were on the 
east. What magic in the jumping of a stream or a wash or an arroyo 
or whatever you call it multiplies value by 30 times? 

Mr. Newety. The comparability and accessibility. 

Mr. Moss. Give me something more specific. 








122 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Mr. Neweiu. To me that would be a considerable item. 

Mr. Moss. Is it the most significant thing there, the arbitrary im. 
position of judgment without having to assign a reason ? 

Mr, Newett. It could be very well that an appraisal is an opinion; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Remember there is just a stream here, a dry stream. 

Mr. Neweu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That’s all we have, and yet by some miracle, which in 15 
years of real estate I have never learned of, it creates a value of more 
than 30 times by crossing the stream, the wash, or the arroyo. 

Mr. Newey. That would be one of opinion of value and com- 
parability of the land. 

Mr. Moss. Well, let’s take a look at the memorandum again. 

The appraiser probably erred in his concept of the land use which establishes 
the fair market value of the selected lands that are located west of the Has. 
sayampa River. Discussing these lands, the appraiser stated, “It is felt that 
in the immediate future the highest and best use of these lands is for the pro. 
duction of native forage for livestock.” In analyzing the evidences of the value 
of these lands, the appraiser stated that they have been deemed chiefly valuable 
for the production of native forage for livestock. We think that an error ip 
analysis may have occurred here since the most likely use in the immediate 
future may not be the most important factor affecting fair market value. 

Now, is there a greater productivity of the lands on the west side— 
or the east side of the Hassayampa River than the west side ? 

Mr. Newe.t. A greater productivity; generally speaking, the lands 
that lie on the east side of the river were better lands; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Generally speaking, the 18,000 acres again by the mere 
magic of the stream, are, and we have to take it I think in context of 
the value so assigned, 30 times more productive ¢ 

Mr. Newett. Yes, sir; the lands adjoining some of the tracts sold to 
the east of the river, inside tracts in the subdivision sold for $300— 
excuse me—outside tracts with accessibility sold for values consider- 
ably higher than those deeper in the subdivision and more inaccessible, 

Mr. Moss. Well, we are talking now of a case which is so recent as 
to be a contemporary transaction, and on the 15th day of January of 
this year up there at the northwest corner, the State of Arizona sold 
805409 acres for $162 per acre. The description, it’s colored in green 
there, the northwest corner of the land 

Mr. Horrman. Is that the one they have 38 years to pay for? 

Mr. Moss. Well, I don’t know how long they have to pay for it, there 
is a base valuation whether you pay cash or you pay on credit. You 
might be able to get a premium, but not that much. What is the pecu- 
liar attribute of that 80-plus acres ? 

Mr. Newe tt. I’m sure I don’t know. I don’t know as I have been 
on that particular piece, but it does lie near the one stretch of Vulture 
mine. 

Mr. Moss. Would you, from general recollection, identify it as some- 
what characteristic of the lands shaded in pink ? 

Mr. Newe tt. I have no idea what the tract is at all. 

Mr. Moss. Can you pick any natural landmark there that would 
indicate again that some magic appears on one side of the line as 
opposed to the other ? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have any reason to believe that it is generally 
different in characteristic ? 
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Mr. Neweu. Yes, sir; it apparently has a well traveled, semi- 
improved road, I don’t know , you have the entire section colored here, 
but apparently ‘the road from. 

Mr. Moss. Lots 3 and 4 of that section 5. 

Mr. NewetL. That could be anywhere within a section. 

Mr. Moss. How far is that road from the portion which you folks 
have disposed of ? 

Mr. Newett. A mile, 1 mile. 

Mr. Moss. A mile? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That is flat country ? 

Mr. Newewu. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Is it good arid country ¢ 

Mr. Newewu. Very arid country; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. What 1s the cost, is it staggering to put a road through 
togain access ¢ ¢ 

Mr. N YEWELL. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In that kind of country? 

Mr. Newecu. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. It isn’t a major cost ? 

Mr. Neweu. No, it is not a major cost. 

Mr. Moss. So we can’t really assign a tremendous weight to this 
question of accessibility by roads where there is gener: ally a system 
of roads which could be e xtende dad? 

Mr. Neweii. It would be certainly a cost to consider. 

Mr, Moss. but not a cost that would cause one piece of land with 
compa ‘able advantages to be one-thirtieth as valuable as another / 

Mr. Neweiu. It would depend upon the circumstances generally. 

Mr. Moss. Would you agree that the cost of constructing roads 
here is not a tremendous one, you only have to have a road there, 
more or less a surface road, you are not building a highway, you 
jon't have to put in a costly roadbed, do you? 

Mr. Neweti. With the flooding and—— 

Mr. Moss. Well, you can’t build a road that will resist some of 
these sudden flash floods. I have seen it take out sections of well- 
«structed highways, and so have you. 

Mr. Neweti. That is true; it costs money. 

Mr. Moss. Most of the farm roads are not, they don’t even antici- 
pate they will be— 

Mr. Newer. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. They rework them periodically. 

Mr. Neweix. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. At least the $160 an acre wouldn’t be because a road was 
close ? 

Mr. Newett. I have no idea what the—— 

Mr. Moss. Remember, we are talking of value a hundred times 
greater, 

Mr. Newett. I have no knowledge of the specific tract or the con- 
litions of the sale. I haven’t even, as far as I know, been on the land. 
leouldn’t make a comparison. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I am going to make it very clear that I am not 
iuestioning motives of anyone, nor am I desirous of ascribing to you 
or any other employee of the Bureau of Land Man: iwement anything 
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other than the desire to serve to the best of your ability the Depart. 


ment and the people of the United States. I am not raising theg Mr. 3 
questions. But I think there are just as many costly and wastefy | Mts 
practices that come about because of laxity or lack of sufficient com. Mr N 
petence in specialized fields and I am wondering if we are dealing with _ | for 11 Y 
problems of that type when we apply to areas of great and sustained Mr. * 
growth, this isn’t a matter that we are dealing now with in Arizona of M.S 
a certain spurt of growth; it is like most of the West, it has been cop. Mr. 2 
sistent over the last 40 years, and it is going to continue. If we ay Mr. * 


prudent managers, if we disregard, as has obviously been done there, eg 
this growth, this impact on value, 30 miles, why, in my area of Calj. Mr. * 
fornia I have seen almost overnight the establishment of communities Mr. 
30 miles from population centers who have thought it impossible, byt wplica 
it has occurred and it has occurred with such frequency and has been Mr, 2 
such a highly repetitious pattern in the West that to disregard it js q indi 
waste, and imprudent exercise of judgment on the public business, and te anc 





























that categorizes you as responsible, I am commenting on a condition, ee 

I want to receive it, if there is an agreement on the lands Lawrenga Mr S 

& Stegall used as base lands in this case covering grazing. I want the Mfr 
total of the fees. I will ask that the staff inquire of the appropriate |. vat 

9 ‘ . . 1 

official of Mohave County for the taxes which have been lost to that ted 

county as a result of the Federal Government taking title to the bage he g 

lands. Wr N 

(The information referred to follows :) rs 

.! WU 

Summary of assessed valuation and taxes paid by Lawrence & Stegall on property Mr. } 
in Mohave County, Ariz., for the calendar years 1957, 1958, and 1959 feation 

— nan | ae, for 

Total Real Improve- | Personal Total Amount | Date taxes Mr. S 

Year taxable estate | ments | property assessed of taxes | paid M N 
acreage | | | (cattle) valuation | MP, 2 

arewcend e-toc et Hs conten seal Mr. 

1957 _- ss 55, 859. 62 $41, 900 | $1,350 | $20,075 $63,325 | $2,517.82 July 2,197 | aremine 

1958____ 55, 859. 62 41, 900 | 1,975 | 20, 075 63,950 | 2,583.42 | Oct. 16,1958 Mr. N 
gree 6, 382. 21 | 42, 345 6, 375 | 46, 310 95, 030 | 3,325.88 | Jan. 4,199 MM, 2 

Pa | ; | for an ¢ 

icted up 


Since the taxes were levied on the total assessed valuation the amount of Mr. ¢ 
taxes applicable specifically to real estate was prorated on the percentage that mr. 


real estate valuation is to the total assessed valuation, shown as follows: tions ha 
$41,900 Mr, N 

1957 - — $2,517.82=—$1,665.96 tax paid on real estate Mr, § 
$63,325 accepted 
$41.900 Mr. N 

1958 ————— $2,583.42—$1,692.66 tax paid on real estate Mr. S: 
$63,950 Mr. N 
$42,345 ably 5, 1 

1958 ——X$3,325.88=$1,482.00 tax paid on real estate Mr. S; 
$95,030 Mr. N 
GRAZING FEES PAID BY loway Q 

Mr. S: 


Stegall and Lawrence were granted a grazing license on the Base lands a |, . 
quired by the Government in the Wittman Exchange (Ariz. 011509) at a rate Sthat ri 
of 22 cents per animal unit mouth. 

Animal unit mouths for land involved 8,040, Animal unit mouth x.22=total 
animal grazing fee, $1,769.20. 

(See testimony of E. I. Rowland, page 147.) 
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Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith, have you any questions 
Mr, Suir. I’m not clear on two things. 
Mr Newell, I believe you said you have been with the Department 


| for il years? 


Mr, Newetu. Yes, sir. , 

Mr.SaarH. Has that all been at this office here? 

Mr. Newett. Yes,sir, : | 
Mr, Surru. Since that time you have had a new director, since 
mucame to the Department ? 

“Mr, NeweL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Surry. In the Department how does it operate, someone makes 
wolication for exchange, then what happens within the office ? 

Mr, Newey. The application is made by the individual, recorded 
individual records of the land office, a check made of the status of 
ihe lands. 

Mr. Smrrn. Who does that, now ? 

Mr. Newett. That is status clerks within the land office. 

Mr. Surru. Now, what isthe next step? 

Mr, Newey. At that time it is determined whether the lands are 
n fact public domain lands available for the type of application 


Mr. Smrru. That is done in the office ? 

Mr. Newey. That is done in the land office, yes. 

Mr. Smita. Then what is next? 

Mr. Neweti. From that point it is referred to the Land Classi- 
iation Division, Lands and Minerals Division in this particular 
ase, forexamination in the field. 

Mr.Smrrn. That is not you? 

Mr. Newet. No, sir—yes, sir, that is my division, yes, sir. 

Mr. SmrrH. So you make a determinaion as to whether or not there 
weminerals, is that right ? 

Mr. Newey. No, sir, the application is transmitted to the division 
fr an examination to determine if the lands can be disposed of or 
uted upon in accordance with the application as filed. 

Mr. Surru. Now, during your tenure there, how many applica- 
tions have come to that status, do you have any idea ? 

Mr. Newein. Thousands. 

Mr. Smrra. How many applications, relatively speaking, have been 
wepted and approved, exchanges? 

Mr. Newett. Exchanges? 

Mr.Smrru. Yes. 

Mr. Neweit. I would hesistate—it would be merely a guess, pos- 
ably 5, 10 percent. 

Mr.Smrrn. Of the total amount? 

Mr. Neweit. I don’t know, that would be merely a guess. I have 
wway of knowing. 

Mr. Saarn. Who else is in the office, I take it you have a secretary. 
sthat right ? 

Mr. Neweix. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Surrx. And who else is in the office? 

Mr, Newer. We have a staff of at the present time five land exam- 
nets, Ihave an adidtional two, three qualified mining engineers, I 
ive two geologists, I have three other additional women clerks, 
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and an additional man clerk. I believe my total staff at the present 
time is 17. 

Mr. Smirx. Who is directly over you? 

Mr. Newe tu. The State Supervisor. 

Mr. Suir. What is his name? 

Mr. Newe.u. Edgar I. Rowland. 

Mr. Smiru. Who is directly over him ? 

Mr, Newetu. That would be the area administrator at Salt Lake 
City. 

Mr. Smiru. His name is Nelson? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Now, Mr. Baker came out here with regard to I bel 
you said helping you improve your techniques ? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Did he come before or after this application was made? 

Mr. Neweix. After the application was made. 

Mr. Smrra. And just what techniques was it that you were follow. 
ing that he wanted to improve ? 

Mr. Neweiui. We were trying to improve all phases of our ap- 
praisal practices. 

Mr. Sarru. Well, what techniques did he recommend improvement 
of? 

Mr. Neweix. Improvement of all techniques. Prior to recent vears 
years the appraisals, even when I started with the Bureau, were jp 
fact not appraisals but merely opinions of value. The examiners 
went, out and gave their opinions of value. It has only been in the 
last 2 or 53 years or possibly longer that appraisal practices have really 
become 

Mr. Smiru. What did you change after he came here? 

Mr. Newer. We started keeping a detailed account of sales in the 
card file in our office. We tried to follow a better form of report, 
considering more factors and general techniques. 

Mr. Suiru. And the result of his trip, then, was these two things, 
is that right, those were the two techniques that were improved? 

Mr. Newett. No, sir, I could get a letter advising what his pur 
pose was on that. , | 

Mr. Surrn. He found that there were some things you needed, 
some areas where you needed improvement 4 

Mr. Newetw. Yes, sir; we always have room for improvement. 

Mr. Smrrn. Then he left after that exchange had been approved, 
is that right ? ; 

Mr. Newe.n. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. You can go ahead and sit down, if you want to. 

Now, did you originally recommend against this exchange or fot 
it? x i 

Mr. Newetu. My original recommendation was against It. _ 

Mr. Smiru. And have you ever changed that recommendation’ 

Mr. Newe.. No, sir. bse 

Mr aaron, Then why do you say now that you think the appraistl 
that. were finally approved were right, because they certainly cot- 
template something different than being against it? ae ual 

Mr. Newe wu. Because those were the appraisals given in my org! 
nal recommendation. 
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Mr. Smrru. Then your full reason was due to the pattern, is that 


ht? 
ee NeweE.t. Yes, sir, on the offered lands. 

Mr. Smrru. Now, with regard to this review, did you make a mem- 
orandum, a report after review was made ? 

Mr. Neweit. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. SMITH. After a review is made you don’t make any report show- 
ing you didn’t change your mind as to value ? 

Mr. Newew. I don’t follow you, sir. 

Mr. SmirH. Go ahead and answer. 

Mr. Newetu. This particular memorandum ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Newett. Was that the—following my recommendation or re- 
garding the land pattern standpoint, the matter was referred to the 
dfice of the Director who returned it with the comment that the mat- 
ter should be worked out at this level, and it was referred to me and 
[reviewed my recommendation and report at that time. 

Mr. Smiru. After you reviewed the appraisals, I mean the purpose 
was to report back to someone, wasn’t it? Or what do you do then 
after you review your appraisals? 

Mr. NewEt. I didn’t review the appraisals. It was reviewed by’ 
the area lands office, 

Mr. Smrru. Then he approved your original appraisal ? 

Mr. Newe.u. No, sir, he had no authority to approve it. The land 
that the case was on was protested at that time . I believe that one 
of the protests was pending and it was being considered on the basis 
of that protest at that time. 

Mr. Smiru. Did you make your original appraisal before Mr. Baker 
came out here or after / 

Mr. Neweti. During that time. 

Mr. Smiru. During the time he was here? 

Mr. Neweiu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. And who actually dictated the appraisal to the secre- 
tary! I don’t mean who signed it, but who dictated the letter? 

Mr. Neweii. Both of us prepared parts of the letter. 

Mr. Smirn. You both dictated to the secretary ? 

Mr. Neweti. No, we didn’t dictate it, there may be some dictation, 
but generally speaking it was in rough draft form. 

Mr. Smiru. You both worked on the draft, then ? 

Mr. Newe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. And working on this draft, what do you mean he was 
ot here helping you make your report more acceptable, what was 
that ? 


Mr. Newetu. In order that it might be more complete, concise, 
presentable. 


Mr. Smirx. Did he enter into the decision as to the evaluation of 
this land ? 


Mr. Newetxi. No, sir, it was my final decision. 
Mr. Smita. And you still say that your final decision included in it 
some weight for the spec ulative value in this area 4 


Mr. Newen. Yes, sir, you would have to give that some considera- 
tion. 


Mr. Smrrn. Then you do say that it has some use other than agri- 
cultural ? 
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Mr. Newetu. Portions of the land, sir, were appraised, yes, sir, 

Mr. Smrrn. And how much would you say that those portions of 
the land that have a higher use than agricultural, what were the 
valued at? y 

Mr. Newe tt. They were valued at $50 an acre. 

Mr. Suirn. Of the final exchange, now ? 

Mr. Newet.. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. I am talking about the final exchange ; forget about this 
other that didn’t go through. 

Mr. Newe tt. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. What about the final exchange? 

Mr. Newett. There was no higher use than agriculture. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all the use you found there was on it? 

Mr. Newe tu. All the immediate future use; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you, in handling some other exchanges, found 
they had a higher use than agriculture in this area ? 

Mr. Newe tt. In this area ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Newe tw. I don’t recall any. 

Mr. Smiru. Have you handled some other exchanges that were this 
close to Phoenix ? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir, there have been other exchanges. 

Mr. Smrru. And you never found in any of these cases that they had 
a higher use than agriculture ? ; 

Mr. Newe tt. I can’t recall. I would have to check to see just what 
cases there were. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you had training on what other uses there ar 
than agriculture, and what their valuation is? 

Mr. NeweE... Yes, sir, not specific technical training, just industrial 
use. 

Mr. Smrru. Then what you said a while ago, I take it, if there is no 
public utilities there that’s one reason it has no development potential, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Newett. That would be one factor to consider. 

Mr. Smiru. No land before it is developed has public utilities, 
does it? 

Mr. Newe ut. It may. 

Mr. Smiru. If it just happens to go by or something, but they dont 
put the utilities in before the house, though, a long time ahead! 

Mr. Newett. I doubt that. 

Mr. Smirn. How long have you known Mr. Lawrence? 

Mr. Newe tt. I have never known him personally other than offi 
contacts, and I don’t recall the exact date, it would be sometime around 
the time we made the report. 

Mr. Smiru. Did you know Mr. Stegall before that time? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Baker know these gentlemen ? 

Mr. Newetu. Not to my knowledge. : 

Mr. Smrru. So Mr. Baker really had quite a bit to do with ths 
valuation on this case? 

Mr. Newett. No, sir; nothing more than assisting me in correla 
ing, preparing the report. 
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Mr. Smiru. But he helped you to make the notes that were finally 

signed by you? 

Mr. Newey. Yes. 

Mr. Suir. Were you guided by his advice at all in making the 
valuation 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Surrn. And what advice did he offer? 

Mr. Newett. Interpretation of the data, procedure, manual proce- 
dures. 

Mr. Smiru. I mean on the value itself, on the amount involved, 
what advice did he give you on that? 

Mr. Newe ct. It would be my own opinion, it was merely an opin- 
ionof the value. He did not dictate the value to me. 

Mr. Smira. You mean the opinion as to the actual valuation was 
all yours, he just helped you with procedures, is that right? 

Mr. Newevu. That is true. 

Mr. Samira. Did you discuss with him the value and how you ar- 
rived at it ? 

Mr. Newett. Certainly did. He helped in that procedure. 

Mr. Sarrru. Did he help you to change your methods of evalua- 
tion from what you have used before or not 2 

Mr. Newetu. I don’t understand. 

Mr. Smiru. Did you change the elements that you used in making 
the complete valuation ? 

Mr. Neweiu. I wouldn’t say we made any changes, we certainly 
gave different—considered possibly more elements, other factors. 

Mr. Smirn. You changed the weight, then, of the various elements 
used + valu ations as a result of his visit ? 

Mr. Newexu. Possibly. 

Mr. Sarr. What change—what things did you change about eval- 
uations, what elements did you change the weight of ? 

Mr. Newetu. The degree of comparability of lands, speculative in- 
fluence in the area 

Mr. Smrru. Did he ask you to increase the weight of speculation 
on the valuation or decrease it? 

Mr. Newetu. No, sir, he made no request of any type. 

Mr. Sarru. You said you changed; now, did you change it up or 
down? Did you give more weight to speculation after his visit, or 
less? 

Mr. Neweiy. I would say there was very little change, possibly a 
little more. 

Mr. Smrrx. More weight to speculation ? 

Mr. Newett. More consideration. 

Mr. Suir. But still you didn’t give it any speculative value in 
this case ? 

Mr, Newety. That is true. 

Mr. Smrrn. What is the difference between the weight and con- 
sideration, then? You give more consideration but your end result is 
you don’t give any weight to it at all in this case. 

Mr. Newer. I don’t follow your question. 

Mr. Suir. You said that after his visit you gave more considera- 
tion to speculative value, but as a matter of fact you said before in this 
tase you gave no weight to the speculative value. 
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Mr. Newew. We give consideration and certainly must give 
weight to speculative influence. 

Mr. Smirn. You arrived at a conclusion here that no weight should 
be given in this case, is that right ? 

Mr. Neweii. We gave consideration but not weight on a portioy 
of the land, that would be true. 

_Mr. Smrru. In the final exchange you gave no weight to the speculy. 
tion, you said the highest use was agriculture ? 

Mr. Newe tu. Yes, sir; the appraisal was made in the Division by 
use. ; 

Mr. Smiru. Who actually inspected this selected land, did you be 
he or both? 

Mr. Newetu. As far as I know, Baker has never—I have been on 
the selected land, but as far as I know I don’t know whether he was oy 
it or not. I don’t believe he was. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you inspected that land at the southwest corner 
where the “X” is about a mile from the southwest corner? Do yoy 
know that area down there that Mr. Dru testified that he had pur. 
chased, 321 acres? 

Mr. Newe x. Not specifically; no, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Do you know the area in general ? 

Mr. Newewu. Generally speaking. 

Mr. Smirnu. Is that generally speaking like the southwest corner of 
the property that was in the selected lands? 

Mr. Newe .. I have no idea. I don’t know, not having been on the 
particular land. 

Mr. Smirn. That’s all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. I have one or two questions. 

On the map of the selected lands I notice there are a number of areas 
which were not transferred. Are those held by private individuals! 

Mr. Newe tu. I believe some are held by private individuals. The 
greater portion by the State of Arizona. 

Mr. Moss. Were any of those parcels recently sold, and by recently 
T mean within the last 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Newetn. Not to my knowledge, other than 

Mr. Moss. Were any of them a basis for comparison as to value! 

Mr. Newe tu. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Are they developed ranching properties ? 

Mr. Newetx. Some of them are, yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Were they checked as to their ability to support what, 
primarily grazing, forage, I think you stated ? 

Mr. Newet.. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. To support livestock ? 

Mr. Newett. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Were they checked as to the ability to support under nat- 
ural conditions or under conditions where there is supplemental water 
or some sort of development? 

Mr. Newet. Generally speaking, I can’t speak for the State lands, 
but the privately owned lands are situated along the dry bed of the 
river, and as far as I can recall there is very little development 
those lands, small cultivated parcels. 

Mr. Moss. Did you folks feel that Jack Rabbit Gulch had any 
great impact upon the value of the lands? 
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Mr. Neweiu. There was considerable weight given. I don’t re- 
nember specifically Jack Rabbit Wash as an enormous gulch in it- 
gif, but the tributaries to that were cert: uinly a factor; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. How much acreage, in your judgment, is depreciated 
asa result of the gulch? 

Mr. NEwEL. As the result of the specific gulch ? 

Mr. Moss. Jack Rabbit Gulch. 

Mr. Newext. I have no knowledge of the specific acreage. I would 
have to do some detailed checking, but, generally speaking, the lands 
appraised at the lower figure were those lands crossed by washes. 

Mr. Moss. Did you mention the gulch in your appriasal report ? 

Mr. Newett. I don’t recall. I would have to check. 

Mr. Moss. I have checked with the staff and have been informed 
that it was not mentioned. You did not feel, therefore, that it was 
any important item as far as assessing value 

Mr. Newetu. Not in itself, not specifically. 

Mr. Moss. Is that land of a type which has more washes than gen- 
erally characterizes the land in this part of the country ? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, sir; because of the drainage in that area and the 
nearness to the river. 

Mr. Moss. Were there problems in the more heavily populated areas 
around Phoenix just a few years ago? 

Mr. Newey. I would assume so. 

Mr. Moss. We even have it up my way, and we don’t get the flash 
floods you get here. We have washes, drainage problems. It’s char- 
acteristic, isn’t it, with sudden unpredictable ‘storms / 

Mr. Newe.v. I would say so. 

Mr. Moss. It might even be true on the base lands ? 

Mr. Newe.u. Probably. 

Mr. Moss. Not too much difference in the characteristics of the land ? 

Mr. Newent. Yes, sir; there would be considerable as far as the 
grazing use. 

Mr. Moss. What is the difference in the elevation ? 

Mr. Neweti. Maybe 500 feet possibly to 4,000 feet differerttce. 

Mr. Moss. Te much difference ? 

Mr. Neweii. I don’t remember. I would have to check the record: 
it’s merely a guess. 

Mr. Moss. Would you consider the elevation to arrive at your de- 
termination of value / 

Mr. Newevt. I don’t know as you would say we considered it. It 
was certainly taken into account as far as location. 

Mr. Moss. Is it sufficient to materially affect thermo characteristics 
of the immediate area ? 

Mr. Neweti. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Moss. The temperature / 

Mr. Newetv. Yes; the temperature. 

Mr. Moss. Hotter, colder? 

Mr. Neweww. Yes; it would affect it, the altitude, definitely. 

Mr. Moss. Is Mohave substantially higher 4 

Mr. Newett. Yes; substantially higher. 

Mr. Moss. That is out by Kingman, east and north of Kingman ? 

Mr. Neweiu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Where does 66 come in on that Mohave tract ? 
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Mr. Neweti. Now 66 comes in through here, this line here 
cating]. 

Mr. Moss. Does it form a boundary of the land ? 

Mr. Newe t. It splits the land. 

Mr. Moss. It splits the land, it bisects it. Does it form any of the 
outer boundaries ? : 

Mr. Newe tt. It doesn’t form any outer boundaries. 

Mr. Moss. It goes on up into the reservation, 66 does? 

Mr. Newe tt. That’s true; it touches some of the offered lands. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have any more questions ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. What was the downpayment on the land golq 
to the State, do you know ? 

Mr. Newent. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. How long did they have to pay ? 

Mr. Newe i. The State office terms are 7 percent down, 38 year 
to pay, and 5 percent interest. ” 

Mr. Horrman. They had 38 years, didn’t they ? 

Mr. Newe tt. As far as I know, 38 years. 

Mr. Horrmayn. All right. Now, I get from the chairman that when 
the protest went in they told you to make a reassessment or reap. 
praisal, I mean, because they though you ought to, but you didnt 
do it? 

Mr. Newett. I reviewed the appraisal; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You still thought your judgment was better than 
that of the gentlemen in Washington ? 

Mr. Newet.. I suppose so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. The letter that Mr. Moss read, did you put that 
whole letter in the record ? 

Mr. Newe tt. Oh, yes; that letter is in the record. 

Mr. Horrman. You were reading from it here a while ago. 

Mr. Moss. The memorandum from the State director. 

Mr. Horrman. The memorandum from somebody for the director; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Moss. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. I find on page 3: 


indi. 


Please note that the test of value is what the property is most likely to bring 
on the open real estate market, not what it is peculiarly worth to the United 
States or any other specific buyer or seller. 

Did you have that in mind? I thought you had what the land 
was worth to the United States? 

Mr. Newer. The lands are appraised on a fair market value as 
to what the lands are worth to people in general. 

Mr. Horrman. You were working for Uncle Sam ? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, sir. 

Mr.. Horrman. And you put on the appraisal what you thought 
would be best for him, or didn’t you? 

Mr. Newer. I put on the fair market value—I put the fair market 
value of the lands, which states that the lands will be appraised for 
persons in general, not for specific individuals. 

Mr. Horrman. And over in the last paragraph, I understand the 
whole letter is in 

Mr. Moss. May I make a correction? The only portion of the 
letter that is in 
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Mr. Horrman. Well, we will put it all in. 

Mr. Moss. Included in the record is that which relates the matter 
der discussion here today. The other items, items Nos. 2 and 3, 
sre not related to cases which are at present actively under study by 
thiscommittee. 

Mr. Horrman. But they relate, as I understand it, to the Harry 
Lenart case. 

Mr. Moss. That would appear to be the case. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes; and also to another case, David Morgan. 

Mr. Moss. ‘That would also appear to be the case. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, then, on the last page of this report, the 
axsaminer—now, who was the examiner, someone of the staff tell me? 

Mr. Monrcomery. In this case, Mr. Hoffman, we don’t know who 
the examiner was. ; 

Mr. Horrman. Well, the last paragraph applies to the whole thing, 
as] understand it, it reads: 

While it is within the public interest to dispose of the selected lands, the 
public interest would be best served if the lands were classified for small tract 
purposes in part and for recreational use in part, thus affording the highest 
use of the land to the greatest number of people. We sense that from this 
statement there is some degree of confusion between means of disposal and 
end results desired. The end results of residential and recreational uses might 
be accomplished through State, local agency, and private ownerships resulting 
not only from dispositions under the Small Tract Act and the Recreation and 
Public Purpose Act, but also from dispositions under the laws pertaining to 
State exchanges and selections, private exchanges, and public auction sales or 
uder new legislation now under consideration. As you know, the Small Tract 
Act is not feasible as an exclusive means of disposing of large areas of surplus 
public lands since it unduly involves the Bureau in the expensive complicated 
and time-consuming tack of the retail merchandising of real estate. 

Do you understand what I have been reading ? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. It would put the Government in the real estate 
business, wouldn’t it, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Moss. I always thought they were, but I must admit that on 
the basis of some of the testimony today I would say that they are not 
the most efficient operators I have observed. 

Mr. Smiru. That is just another way of saying what they have been 
aying for 3 or 4 years—if somebody doesn’t make a big profit then 

. S . . z 
it’s not free enterprise; that is what they are doing there. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, let me see, then, these fellows who made the 
protest, they were disappointed because they didn’t make a big profit ; 
sthat what you are telling me? 

Mr. Surru. Obviously they don’t want the Government to sell the 
land for the most they can get; they think some individual ought to 
get it and make a big profit, that’s what they call free enterprise. 

Mr. Horrman. I thought the purpose of the Government having 
the land was to protect the people, the average ordinary people. 

_ Mr. Swarn. They say if you are going to sell it you don’t dare sell 
it for all you can get. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s been the policy for years, hasn’t it? 

Mr. Smirn. The last 3 or 4 years it has been accelerated con- 
siderably. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean that just came in with the Republican 
Secretary of the Interior or something ? 
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Mr. Moss. Well, 1 want to make it clear that I think we probably 
have had some very sorry chapters in disposal of public lands streteh. 
ing across the lifespan of a number of administrations of both politi. 
cal parties. I am, however, constrained to agree with Mr. Smith jy 
the concluding statement that there reflects a policy which would cep. 
tainly be supported by the logic of his arguments that that has become 
a statement which we are persuaded should be the guiding policy, ] 
think it would probably cost less to dispose of lands at market yahy 
than the loss incurred in the very large disposals at something gp 
remote from market value as to challenge the imagination in trying 
to tie down to a guiding criterion which led anyone to the conchision 
that it reflected value. 

Mr. Horrman. Thanks to Mr. Rockefeller for investing those yjj. 
lions in this western land, building that big recreational center and 
donating it to the people; and I don’t mean the candidate fo, 
President. 

Mr. Moss. I am not -familiar with that, Mr, Hoffman, I doubt that 
it is in the State of Arizona. 

Are there any further questions of Mr. Newell / 

Mr. Smirn. I have one. I want to get it clear, now, if an evalua. 
tion is to be made of the nonagricultural value of land, are you the 
man that makes it ? : 

Mr. Newett. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Who does; who is the expert on that particular thing! 

Mr. Newetu. The appraisers assigned to it, the land examiners as- 
signed to my staff. 

Mr. Smirn. Then as a matter of fact your full responsibility is to 
make the agricultural evaluation ¢ 

Mr. Newex. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. All right, then? 

Mr. Newer. There is no differentiation by the type of land that 
each individual appraises. 

Mr. Smirn. Then you are responsible also for making nonagricul- 
tural evaluations ? 

Mr. Newe tu. I would be responsible for all appraisals made by the 
Division. 

Mr. SmiruH. So it is you that made the decision that there was no 
nonagricultural value in this land; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Newe ti. That would be true. 

Mr. Suir. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Newell, that will conclude the committee’s examina- 
tion of you at this time. 

Our next witness will be Mr. E. I. Rowland, land and minerals off- 
cer, Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Montcomery. That should be the State supervisor. 
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TESTIMONY OF E. I. ROWLAND, STATE SUPERVISOR, BUREAU OF 
LAND MANAGEMENT FOR ARIZONA 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
(0 give before this subeommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Row.anp. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. RowLanp. I am E. I. Rowland. State supervisor of the Bureau 
of Land Management for Arizona. 

Mr. Monrcomery. As State supervisor, what are your functions 
inconnection with the consummation of private land exchange trans- 
actions ¢ 

Mr. Rowianv. I am responsible for the proper operation of my 
gaff in carrying out laws and regulations that relate to these disposs il 
applications. : 

Mr. Monreomery. Do you exercise approval action on the appli- 
eation = before it is approved ¢ 

Mr. Rownianp. Not ordinarily, sir. Under some circumstances, if 
a difference of opinion arises, I might, or I probably would. Ordi- 
marily that authority to approve the applications would be made by 
the—I mean the authority has been delegated to the lands and 
minerals officer. 

Mr. Montreomery. I notice in the Wittman exchange, the one we 
awe considering today, on the field report there is a space for the 
signature of the field examiner; in this case it was Eugene H. Newell, 
and below that is a space designated “approved,” with a line “State 
supervisor.” Now, that would be you, would it not? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Did you actually sign this as approved? My 
copy does not show. 

Mr. Row.anp. I believe I did, but I would like to check the record, 
if that is possible. I have our record here. 

Mr. Monregomery. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Rowtanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Montcomery. You did approve this field report in the Witt- 
man case ¢ 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes. Under these circumstances, since my staff 
oficer had made the report, I was the only authority left to make 
the approval. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Before you approved this, what if any review 
action did you exercise, or review function ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. I can’t recall all of the details before I approved 
sich a report. However, I read it carefully and make every effort 
to assure myself that the report is properly supported and that it 
does follow the laws, regulations, and the policy. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What steps would you normally take in assuring 
yourself ? 
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Mr. Row.anp. I would examine all the evidence presented ip the 
report to see if it supports the conclusions and recommendations, ang 
if I had any questions remaining at that time I would ordinarily 0 
to the man who made the report and clarify anything that wasn't 
clear to me. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Do you recall whether there was any such dis. 
cussion with the field examiner in this case? 

Mr. Rowxanp. I believe we probably had several discussions; yes 

Mr. Monteomery. Do you recall that you had any question at ql] 
on the valuations that they put on the selected land in Maricopa 
County ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; I don’t. 

Mr. Moss. I have been informed that there is another meetin 
scheduled for this auditorium at 7 o’clock, and that means that we 
are not going to be able to conclude with this witness if the custodian 
is to have the opportunity of cleaning up and preparing for his other 
meeting, so in order to maintain the schedule we have established 
the committee will adjourn at this time and reconvene in this room 
tomorrow morning at 9:30, at which time, Mr. Rowland, we will cop. 
tinue with you. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:30 a.m., Friday, January 22, 1960.) 
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(Part 1—Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Arizona) 


FRIDAY, JANUARY 22, 1960 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpPecIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
AssIGNED Power AND LAND PRroBLEMS 
OF THE COMMITTEE OF GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:30 a.m., in the public 
auditorium of the Phoenix City Library, Phoenix, Ariz., Hon. John E. 
Moss (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Hon. John E. Moss, Hon. Neal Smith, and Hon. 
Clare E. Hoffman. 

Also present: Orville J. Montgomery, subcommittee counsel; James 
A. Lanigan, associate general counsel, Committee on Government Op- 
erations; George R. Bartlett, investigator, General Accounting Office, 
asigned to the subcommittee; and Helen M. Boyer, minority staff 
member. 

Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now come to order. 

At the time of our adjournment yesterday, Mr. E. I. Rowland was in 


the witness chair. Mr. Lanigan will continue with the interrogation 
of Mr. Rowland at this time. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF E. I. ROWLAND, STATE SUPERVISOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT FOR ARIZONA 


Mr. Lanigan. Mr. Rowland, you are the State supervisor for the 
Bureau of Land Management for the State of Arizona; is that right? 

Mr. Rownanpn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us with respect to private exchange 
transactions what the authority each level of the Bureau of Land 
Management is, that is, the land office, the State supervisor’s office, the 
area office, the director’s office, and the section office ? 

Mr. Rownanp. Without a copy of the delegation authority order, I 
am not certain that I can give it exactly. I ‘don’t have that with me. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us what your authority is with respect 
to exchange, private exchange transactions? 

Mr. Rowr. AND. Yes, sir. The authority has been delegated to the 
State supervisor, to approve exchanges where the selected land does 
hot exceed 2,000 acres in area or $50,000 in value. In Arizona, the 
State supervisor has been given additional author ity, I believe, and I 
can’t be positive of this, to a limit of $250,000 valuation, with respect 
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to exchanges involving base lands in Mohave County and se 
lands in Maricopa C ounty. 

Mr. Lanican. Has that authority been delegated any further 
the line in Arizona? 

Mr. Row.tanp. Yes, sir; the authority to classify lands and approve 
exchange applications has been delegated to the lands and mine; ‘als 
ofiicer for the State office. 

Mr. Lanican. The full authority of the State supervisor ? 

Mr. Row.ianp. With respect to classification ; ves. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, in this case, Arizona 011509, who had the pe. 
sponsibility at the time it was approved for making the approval ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Let’s see, I would have to review the case to be cer- 
tain. I believe it was at State level. The fact that I made the ap- 
prov: al was due to the lands and minerals officer having partic ipated 
in the appraisal of the land. 

Mr. Lanican. So in this case it was your approval that was the 
deciding action in this case, is that correct ? 7 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaniGan. You have a copy of the field report in this case? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I have. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you take that out? Could you read to the 
committee—pardon me, first could you give us the d: ate of that report? 

Mr. Rowtanp. This report is March 20, 1958. 

Mr. Laniean. And did you approve that report ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you read to the committee the area analysis 
appearing for the selected lands in Maricopa County? I believe that 
commences at page 12 of the report. 

Mr. Row.anp (reading) : 


lected 


r down 


The above described lands are located in Maricopa County about 5 to 10 
miles southwest of Wittmann, Ariz., and about 35 miles northwest of Phoenix. 
Most of Arizona’s spectacular population and economic growth in recent years 
has centered in this general area. The population of the State is estimated to 
have increased from 915,000 at year end 1953 to 1,150,000 at the end of 1957 
Of the total increase of 235,000 Maricopa County accounted for 130,000 or over 
55 percent of the State’s total. It has been estimated that Maricopa County will 
have a population of over 1 million within the next 5 years. This would be 
almost double the present population. 

The dynamic character of the economy of Maricopa County may be illustrated 
by the fact that of the $989,788,750 of construction work undertaken in Arizona 
during the 5 fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, $607,746,540 was in Maricopa 
County. This represents 61 percent of the total for the State. 

Manufacturing employment in the county has risen sharply in recent years. 
Nonagricultural and salaried employment, wholesale and retail trade, and f- 
nance, insurance and real estate establishments have also shown striking in- 
creases reflecting the growth of Phoenix as the industrial, trade and financial 
center of Arizona. 

Growth of manufacturing has of necessity been in those firms whose products 
have low freight costs per unit because of distance from major markets. Ari- 
zona firms also have had to produce products which did not require large 
amounts of process water. Aircraft, electronics, and related industries char 
acterize the types of firms which meet those requirements. Within the past 
8 years, 400 manufacturers have located in the State of Arizona. 

It is anticipated that manufacturing will increase in importance as a factor 
in the local economy. A corollary of this situation is that the demand for 
commercial and industrial sites and land for residential purposes will similarly 
increase. Land with potential for such development will command a premium. 
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Mr. Laniean. Did the field report discuss the ground water situa- 
{ion in the area of the selected lands ? 

Mr. Rowianp. I believe it did, but I would have to review the re- 
rt again to be sure. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you read the third paragraph from the bottom 
of page 13 that you have in front of you? 

Mr, RowLanp (reading) : 

The ground water is of suitable quality for domestic purposes. The supply 
is probably adequate for commercial and industrial development for enterprises 
with low water requirements. Data presently available gives no assurance 
that there is sufficient water for irrigation development. 

Mr, Lanican. Did the field report make a statement as to the 
highest and best use of the selected lands ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Lam sure it did. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you read that? It’s on page 14, of the report. 

Mr. Rowiann. The paragraph is titled “Highest and Best Use.” 

Those lands located between the Hassayampa River and the highway, and 
certain lands west of the river near Morristown, are chiefly valuable for in- 
dustrial, commercial, and residential development. This area approximates 
18,000 acres. 

In general terms the south two-thirds of T.5 N., R.5 W., is susceptible of agri- 
eultural development. The area marginal for agricultural embraces about 
14,000 acres. ' 

The remaining lands, about 54,000 acres, possess some utility for homesites. 
The existence of several small tract applications to some extent supports this 
view. It is felt, however, that in the immediate future the highest and best 
use of those lands is for the production of native forage for livestock. The 
social and economic cost of development of these lands for residential purposes 


js such that utilization of the land for these purposes is not justifiable at the 
present time. 


Mr, Lanican. You have a copy of a memorandum from the State 
supervisor to the manager of the land office dated July 22, 1958? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir; I have. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you read us the subject of that, the subject, 
toidentify it ? 

Mr. Row.tanp. This memorandum dated July 22, 1958, is addressed 
to the manager, land office, from the State supervisor. Subject: Pri- 
vate exchange application, Arizona 011509, Arthur J. Stegall, Jr. 
and M. Taylor Lawrence, Jr. 

Mr. Lanican. This was written after the application was amended, 
was it, not? 

Mr. Rowianp. I would have to check the date of the amendment. 
It appears that the amendment was filed April 15, 1958, so the mem- 
orandum was subsequent. 

Mr. Langan. Can you read to the subcommittee the last paragraph 
on page 1 of the memorandum of July 22, 1958 ? 

Mr. Row.anp (reading) : 


The selected lands have been classified for disposal since they are located in 
a1 area which will undoubtedly eventually reach a higher use than grazing. 
Acquisition of the offered lands will be advantageous in grazing management 
of the applicant’s allotment and in range improvement work in the general area 
of these lands. Therefore, it is concluded that consummation of the exchange 
is in the public interest. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, subsequent to July 22, 1958, did you receive a 


made 


copy of a memorandum dated October 31, 1958, to the area adminis- 
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trator, area No. 2, from the Director, dealing with three priv 
changes, and signed by H. R. Hochmuth for the Director? 

Mr. Rowxanp. That was a memorandum dated October 
say ? 

Mr. Lanican. October 31, yes. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I may have; I’m not certain. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, I show you a copy, a photostatie copy of g 
memorandum of such date which we have obtained from the files, 

Mr. Rowxtanp. Yes, sir; I have seen copies of this memorandum jp 
our files. I don’t recall seeing a direct copy, but a Thermofax copy 
on which the date did not show up. ; 

Mr. Laniean. Does that memorandum indicate that a carbon copy 
was sent to you? I 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Does that memorandum discuss the appraisal in the 
case we have under discussion ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Although that was read yesterday, if the chairman 
will permit, we could have it read again to bring this point into focus, 

Mr. Moss. Certainly, go ahead. 

Mr. Lanican. Would you read the last paragraph on the first page 
of that memorandum, and the remainder of it which deals with this 
exchange? 

Mr. Rowtanp (reading) : 


ate ex- 


3 l, you 


The appraiser probably erred in his concept of the land use which establishes 
the fair market value of the selected lands that are located west of the Hassay- 
ampa River. Discussing these land, the appraiser stated: “It is felt that in the 
immediate future the highest and best use of these lands is for the production 
of native forage for livestock.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

In analyzing the evidences of the value of these lands, the appraiser stated 
that they have been deemed chiefly valuable for the production of native forage 
for livestock. [Emphasis supplied.] We think that an error in analysis may 
have occurred here since the most likely use in the immediate future may not be 
the most important factor affecting fair market value. The use that is likely in 
the longer run may be the most important factor, even though its effect must 
be discounted to the present date, especially when it is a use that attracts a 
much higher demand and tends to establish a much higher market price, such 
as future industrial, residential, or commercial use in rapidly growing Maricopa 
County. 

Mr. Lanican. Are you going to continue ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Did you wish me to continue? 

Mr. Lanican. Read the last paragraph dealing with this exchange. 

Mr. Rowianp. This is very difficult to read. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, just a moment, I will give you a better copy. 

Mr. Horrman. Wasn’t that read in yesterday ? 

Mr. Laniean. Yes, I just wanted to ask him one or two questions 
about this. 

Mr. Horrman. The whole letter was introduced, and then that par- 
ticular paragraph was read yesterday. 

Mr. LAntaan. Yes, not to this witness, however. 

Mr. Horrman. He sat back there and heard it, so he told me. I just 
wondered if we are working by the day or by the job. 

Mr. Moss. The request was made to have the material again re- 
ferred to read into the record, and the request was granted. 
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Mr. Horrman. That I knew. I wasn’t appealing the decision of 
| the chairman by any means. I was just getting on the record so the 
1 taxpayers know I am here. 
he Mr. Moss. Very happy to acknowledge your presence. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you. 
Mr. LantcAN. Go ahead. 
Mr. RowLanp (reading) : 


A . From the available information, we do not consider that the figure of $1.50 
| a was adequately substantiated by the appraiser. This, combined with the exist- 
um in ace of outside estimates running considerably higher, would seem to require 
Xx Copy that a new appraisal be made of these lands. 

Mr, Lanican. Now do you recall when you first received a copy of 
n copy this memorandum of October O1, 1958 4 

Mr. RowiLanv. No, sir; I don’t. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you recall whether you received a copy of it dur- 
inthe | ithe calendar year 1958 ? 

Mr. Rowianv. No, I couldn’t be certain. I assume that we would 

. have received it in the normal course of the mails, but I don’t remem- 

rman | beractually receiving the copy that was marked for us. 

focus, Mr. Lanican. Do you recall what action you took with respect to 

the appraisal in this case when you received the memorandum ? 

ate Mr, Rowtanp. May I review the file? I think that I have some 
this information here that would bear on that. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Yes. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I have here a memorandum which I addressed to the 
rblishes area administrator, January 16, 1959, making reference to the memo- 
ae randum to the area administrator from the Director of October 31, 
duction 1958. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us what you said about it ? 

* stated Mr. Rowxanp. I believe it would be simpler to read it. It is short. 
ie Mr, Laniean. All right. 

not be Mr. Rowtanp. It is to area administrator, area 2, from State super- 
ikely in visor, Arizona; subject, “Appraisal Review, Private Exchange Ap- 
et must | plication, Arizona 011509.” 

racts a 

pe, such The subject “Private Exchange Application,” has been discussed in various 
aricopa memorandums between this office, your office, and that of the Director. The 


Director’s memorandum of October 31, 1958, pointed out that reappraisal of the 

lands involved in the subject exchange seemed to be in order. This matter was 

agreed in by your office as set forth in your memorandum of November 19, 1958. 

The subject exchange has completed its publication period, and two protests were 
hange. fled. One protest was withdrawn by the protestant, and the other remains of 
i record. The matter of reappraisal has been discussed with the area lands of- 
ficer, and it is requested that technical assistance be given to this office in order 
that a reappraisal may be made of the lands involved in the exchnge. The ap- 
. plicants are continually urging action on the exchange, and it would be ap- 
estions preciated if your assistance could be forthcoming as soon as possible. 


Mr, Lantean. What happened in response to that request of yours? 


* Copy. 


ut par- Mr. Rowtanp. As I recall, the area lands officer came to Arizona 
and assisted in the reappraisal, assisted in reviewing the former 

: appraisal, 
T just Mr. Lantcan. Do you havea copy of the reappraisal that was made é 


Mr. Rownanp. As I recall, is was:simply a review of the original 
un Te- appraisal. 
Mr. Lanican. You mean the area lands officer reviewed the same 
material that had been previously gathered ? 
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Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Was any memorandum or notation made of the 
review ¢ 

Mr. Row.anp. I don’t know of one. 

_ Mr. Moss. Mr. Lanigan, will you develop who the area lands office: 
is and have his name supplied for the record ? 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us who the area lands officer is? 

Mr. Rowianp. Mr. A. L. Simpson. 

Mr. Lanican. And as far as you know there is no written record of 
any kind regarding the review that was made of the appraisal afte; 
you requested assistance ? 

Mr. earn I might find one if I completely reviewed the case 
record. I don’t know of one at the present time. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, I’m sure the committee would appreciate your 
reviewing the record after the hearing is completed, either today or 
tomorrow, and sending to the committee a copy of any such document 
if one can be located. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I will do that. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you recall discussing the appraisal with the area 
land officer after you asked for—— 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Lanigan, hold it just a moment. 

Do I understand that at the moment you are unable to tell y 
whether there were any memorandums exc hanged followi Ine the reviey 
of the appraisal 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Have you no recollection of how you received informa- 
tion indicating that the review resulted in a decision to support the 
original appraisal 

Mr. Rowtanp. I know it was discussed with me, sir, between the 
area lands officer, my own lands and minerals officer, and myself. | 
don’t. recall whether that discussion was made of record or whether 
memorandums were written to explain it. 

Mr. Moss. Did you ever inform the Director in Washington that a 
reappraisal appeared to override the objections mentioned in his me- 
morandum of October 31, 1958 ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The case was referred to the Director. Whether I 
said in specific words, made that statement specifically, I don’t know. 

Mr. Moss. How was it referred to the Director, officially, formally, 
or mformally ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. It would have been formally, by memorandum, yes. 

Mr. Moss. Does the memorandum deal with points mentioned in 
the memorandum of October 31? 

Mr. Rowtanp. May I search the file to find that memorandum / 

Mr. Moss. Yes, and we will make a very specific request that the 

search be undertaken at the earliest: possible moment to supply us 
with any existing documentation regarding a further appraisal or 
reevaluation of the original appraisal. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. This record will be held open at this point to receive 
that information. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 
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[Enclosure A] 


QryTEMENT OF THE ARIZONA STATE SUPERVISOR CONCERNING FOLLOW-UP ACTION 
on DIRECTOR'S MEMORANDUM OF OcTOBER 31, 1958, REGARDING PRIVATE Ex- 
CHANGE APPLICATION, ARIZONA—O11509 


A review of my records indicates that the following action was taken by this 
office in response to the Director’s memorandum of October 31, 1958, to the 
area administrator, area 2, which stated that the appraisal was not considered 
to be adequately substantiated and that a new appraisal seemed to be required. 

By memorandum of November 19, 1958, copy enclosed, the area administrator, 
area 2 advised me that he agreed that the appraisal of the selected lands should 
be reconsidered. On January 16, 1959, by memorandum to the area office, copy 
enclosed, I requested technical assistance in making a reappraisal. On February 
4, 1959, the area lands officer arrived in Phoenix to review this exchange. A 
feld trip was made to the selected lands by the area lands officer with the lands 
and minerals officer for Arizona. After thorough consideration by the State 
supervisor, the State lands and minerals officer, and the area lands officer, the 
decision was made that the value of the selected land did not exceed the value 
of the offered land in this exchange. 

By memorandum of February 9, 1959, from this office to the Director, copy 
enclosed, we asked whether this office could proceed with the adjudication of 
the ease and dismissal of the Mollohan protest. I am unable to find documentary 
evidence that the Director’s office was specifically informed of our decision 
upon review of the appraisal. 

By speedmessage of February 19, 1959, from the Director to the State office, 
we were instructed to take action coneerning the Mollohan protest and the pro- 
test was dismissed by decision of this office dated February 25, 1959. 

By memorandum of March 27, 1959, copy enclosed, we referred the case ree- 
ord to the Director on appeal of H. D. Mollohan. 


FE. I. Rowranp, 
State Supervisor, Bureau of Land Management. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, AREA 2, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, November 19, 1958. 
AR-011509 
Memorandum to: BLM State supervisor, Phoenix, Ariz. 
From: Area administrator. 
Subject: Arizona private exchanges—Supplemental information to report sub- 
mitted July 3, 1958. 

During the land appraisal school in Las Vegas, the three reports on “Section 
§: Exchanges” submitted to Washington for review were discussed by Mr. Land- 
strom of the Washington lands staff, the lands and minerals officer of Arizona, 
and the area lands officer. 

Also, a copy of the Director’s memorandum of October 31, 1958, commenting 
on the Stegall-Lawrence, Harry Lenart, and David B. Morgan private exchanges, 
was given to the Arizona lands and minerals officer. 

Realizing that the three reports reviewed by the Director’s office were older 
reports made prior to certain changes in appraisal considerations by your of- 
fice, we think the comments are constructive and not overcritical. In fact, there 
are many favorable comments on these exchanges. Your use of land market 
data (actual sales) in all present exchanges, even though they may require 
rather major comparative adjustments, has resolved the misunderstanding or ob- 
jections of the past to the effect that only an income approach was being used 
in arriving at fair market value of lands in Mohave County. This, of course, 
was not an entirely correct analysis inasmuch as the grazing income approach 
applied by your office took into consideration the sale of several ranch properties. 

We believe we would agree that the lands west of the Hassayampa River se- 
lected in the Stegall-Lawrence exchange and appraised at $1.50 per acre should 
be reconsidered. The value given these lands should be substantiated by specif- 
ieally defining the market data and income analysis which the report states this 
value was based on. 

We are pleased that the Director’s office could review these cases and fur- 


hish Us with written comments which are constructive and rather enlightening to 
the ease of the Morgan exchange. 
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All records submitted by your office are returned with an additional copy of 
the Director’s memorandum of October 31, 1958. : 


NEAL D. NELSON, Area Administrator 


Srare OFrrice, 
Phoenia, Ariz., January 16, 1959. 
AR-011509 LE 
Memorandum to: Area administrator, area 2. 
From: State supervisor, Arizona. 
Subject: Appraisal review, private exchange application, AR-011509. 

The subject private exchange application has been discussed in various memo. 
randums between this office, your office, and that of the Director. The Directors 
memorandum of October 31, 1958, pointed out that a reappraisal of the lands 
involved in the subject exchange seemed to be in order. This matter was agreed 
in by your Office as set forth in your memorandum of November 19, 1958, 

The subject exchange has completed its publication period and two protests 
were filed. One protest was withdrawn by the protestant and the other remains 
of record. 

The matter of reappraisal has been discussed with the area lands officer and it 
is requested that technical assistance be given to this office in order that a re 
appraisal may be made of the lands involved in the exchange. 

The applicants are continually urging action of the exchange and it would be 
appreciated if your assistance could be forthcoming as soon as possible. 

E. I. Row Lanp, State Supervisor, 


PHOENIX, Ariz., February 9, 1959. 
To: Director. 
From: State supervisor, Arizona. 
Subject: Private exchange, Arizona 011507, Arthur J. Stegall and Taylor M. 
Lawrence. 

We have pending in this office the subject exchange for acceptance of title 
to the base lands. The exchange was published in August and September 1958, 
and two protests against consummation of the exchange were received. 

The first protest was timely filed on September 12, 1958, by Nicholas M. 
Hughes. The protest was dismissed by my decision of September 23, 1958, a 
copy of which is attached. By letter received September 29, 1958, the pro- 
testant withdrew his protest and waived his 30-day right of appeal. This pro- 
test initiated considerable adverse publicity and various congressional inquiries 
to your office, including an inquiry from Congresswoman Gracie Pfost of Idaho, 

By telephone conversation of October 3, 1958, the lands staff officer directed 
that we suspend all action toward acceptance of title on the base lands pending 
further insructions and in addition that we would, in the near future, receive a 
copy of your reply to Congresswoman Pfost. Your letter of October 15, 1958, 
to the Congresswoman indicates that all action on the exchange would be sus- 
pended pending notification from her that she desired suspension of the case in 
order that the Public Lands Subcommittee could conduct hearings and consider 
legislation. To date we have received no instructions, nor have we been notified 
that the suspension is lifted. 

Apparently as a result of a letter dated October 31, 1958, to Senator Murray, 
from the Office of the Secretary of the Interior (5.04e:A), Mr. N. D. Mollohan 
filed an untimely protest against the exchange which is very similar in all re 
spects to that filed by Nicholas M. Hughes, even insofar as to listing the exact 
sales of record. In view of your order suspending action on the case, we have 
taken no adjudicative action on the protest. Mr. Mollohan’s protest was against 
both the public interest and appraisal factors as was Mr. Hughes’ and, inasmuch 
as the protest is similar in other respects to the Hughes protest, it would seem 
to be inconsistent not to take the same action. In view of the similarity of the 
protests I see no alternative but to reject Mr. Mollohan's protest on the same 
basis as to those set forth in my decision to Mr. Hughes. The public interest 
matter has been discussed with your office at considerable length as evidenced by 
my memorandum of June 5, 1958, and your confirmation by teletype and mem- 
orandum of July 3, 1958. 

The original appraisal was prepared under the guidance and with the assist- 
ance of a member of your lands staff. 
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Pursuant to the decision directing publication the applicants furnished all 
required title data and the field solicitor has informed us that title to the base 
jands is now vested in the United States. The applicants are continually urging 
early action on the case and we would appreciate clarification as to whether 
or not this case is still under suspension. 

E. I. Row.Lanp, State Supervisor. 


PHOENIX, ARiIz., March 27, 1959. 

AR-011509 L. E. 
To: Director. 
From : State supervisor, Arizona. 
Subject: Protest, private exchange application, AR-011509. 

By decision of August 5, 1958, publication was directed on the subject exchange 
application. He, i 

During the period of publication a protest was filed by Nicholas M. Hughes. 
By decision of September 28, 1958, Mr. Hughes’ protest was dismissed and on 
September 29, 1958, Mr. Hughes withdrew his protest and waived any rights of 
appeal. ; D 

Publication of the exchange was made in the Mohave County Miner, Kingman, 
Ariz., and the Weekly Gazette, Phoenix, Ariz., with the usual 30-day period of 
time allowed for the filing of objections. On November 14, 1958, Mr. H. D. Mol- 
lohan filed a protest against the exchange. The protest was not timely filed and 


py decision dated February 25, 1959, it was dismissed. On March 23, Mr. Mol- 
lohan filed a timely appeal. The required $5 filing fee was paid. The protestant 
has not filed proof of service on the adverse party. The case file has been re- 
viewed and I find no reason to change or modify the action taken. 

Since the case has been pending for a considerable period of time it is requested 
that prompt action be taken upon the appeal. 

We believe this case has come to the attention of the Secretary of the Interior 
as well as certain Congressmen. 

E. I. Row.anp, State Supervisor. 

Mr. Lanican. The witness asked if you wanted him to look for the 
document at this time. 

Mr. Moss. I assume he has some research to do and—do you have 
all of your existing documents before you ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; 1 believe so, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Yes; we will take time. 

Mr. Rowxtanp. I believe that I was mistaken, but that case was 
again referred to the Director. I was thinking of a former referral. 
I believe it was not referred to the Director after the review of the 
appraisal. 

Mr. Lantean. Did the Director or his office ever attempt to follow 
up, as far as you know, to find out what action had been taken with 
respect to its recommendation of October 31, 1958, that the land be 
reappraised ? 

Mr. Rownanp. I don’t know. That memorandum was written to 
the area administrator, and I don’t know whether he followed up 
or not. 

Mr. Lanican. You received no carbons of any followup? 

Mr. Rowianp. I don’t recall any. 

Mr. Laniean. If there is such, will you supply it to the committee, 
if there is such in your file ? 

Mr. Rowanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. After the hearing. 

Mr. Rown.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you recall whether or not you have ever dis- 
cussed this case with anyone in the area office of the Bureau of Land 








146 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Management, or the Director’s Office of the Bureau of Land Manaoe. 
ment, or the Secretary’s Office prior to the time the patent was issued 
other than the time you discussed it with Mr. Simpson, the are ‘ 
officer ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. I don’t recall specifically, but I am certain that ] 
did probably discuss it with personnel from those offices. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you make any memorandum of such discussions? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Not that I reeall. 

Mr. Lanitean. Can you recall the nature of such discussions? 

Mr. Row.ianp. No, IT cannot. We have such a large number of dif. 
ferent cases, it is too much for my memory power to remember each 
incident in each case. 

Mr. Lanitgan. Do you recall whether or not you discussed this 
case with anyone outside the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, I have discussed it with the applicants, ang 
their attorney. 

Mr. Lanigan. And what was the nature of those discussions, and 
then, when did they occur as far as you can remember ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Oh, at irregular intervals. They were requesting 
information on it or we were giving them information concerning 
the case, and they made frequent visits to my office to attempt to 
work the thing out. 

Mr. Lanigan. Did you discuss the case with any other person out- 
side the Bureau of Land Management that you can recall ? 

Mr. Rowianp. What period are you speaking of ? 

Mr. Laniean. Prior to the time the patent issued. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I may have. I[ can't be sure. The exchange is a 
matter of public record. It may have been discussed with me by 
others. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, you read to us a few minutes ago an excerpt 
of a memorandum of July 22, 1958, signed by you and addressed 
to the manager of the land office, in which you said acquisition of the 
offered lands will be advantageous in grazing management of the 
applicant’s allotment, and in range improvement work in the general 
area of these lands. Therefore it is concluded that the consummation 
of the exchange is in the public interest. 

Could you tell us what you mean by grazing management of the 
applicant’s allotment ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir, | was speaking of the area of offered lands 
up in Mohave County which are in checkerboard pattern resulting 
from a railroad grant. This exchange consolidated the Federal own- 
ership in that area which simplifies our management, resource man- 
agement activities on those lands. It is clearly, I think, difficult to 
manage lands that are—where your ownership is in a checkerboard 
pattern. Itis greatly simplified by being solid. 

As an example, much of that area is covered with growth of juniper 
and pinon, which restricts growth of good forage. We, under our 
soil and moisture improvement program, knock out that juniper 
and pinon in order to open the area up for seeding and development 
of desirable forage species. If we have to let contracts for that work 
on every alternate section, the price that the contractor charges for 
the work is much higher than it would be if we are able to do the 
work on a solid block basis. 
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Mr. Lanican. Were you aware of Mr. Newell's objection that the 
applicant was retaiming ownership of the lands which had the springs 
and other natural surface waters in the area of the base lands? 

Mr. Row.anp. I am aware of the objections as he set them forth 
ina memorandum to me, yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, do you know whether or not the applicants 
now have, or subsequent to the approval of the exchange obtained, 
a grazing permit or a grazing lease on the lands acquired by the 
Government ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir; they have a license on the lands which 
the Government acquired. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you, as a State supervisor, believe that it is in 
the public interest to dispose of a large block of land near a met- 
ropolitan area and acquire land which is turned over to the appli- 
cants in the case to graze as they had before / 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, under the circumstances which this exchange 
fell, I believe it was in the public interest. 

Mr. Lanican. What do you charge the applicants to graze under 
the license they have now received ¢ 

Mr. Rownanp. The current rate is 22 cents per animal unit month. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell the committee what that means / 

Mr. RowLanp. An animal unit month ? 

Mr. LANIGAN. Yes. 

Mr. Rowxianp. That is the amount of forage required to sustain 
ananimal for 1 month without injury to the range. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you know how many animal unit months the ap- 
plicants have in their license for the land which was acquired by 
the Government in this exchange ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. I obtained that information in order to 
answer the questions; it was given to Mr. Newell yesterday. I have 
that here. 

A total of 8,040 animal unit months of forage, grazing capacity. 

Mr. Lanican. Is that for a year or—— 

Mr. Rowianp. That is for a year, yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantcan. Did you, by any chance, obtain the information the 
chairman indicated he was interested in with respect to taxes that 
had been paid on that land ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. Perhaps I misunderstood the question; I under- 
stood that we were to supply the— 

Mr. LaniGan. I realize that. 

Mr. Row.ianp. The grazing, the increased grazing fees resulting 
from this. We wouldn’t be able to obtain the tax reduction, I think, 
without checking with Mohave County’s assessor. 

Mr. Lanican. I realize that. I thought possibly you had. 

Now, could you tell us what the Government’s annual income is 
on the basis of the number of animal unit months that you have 


just given us ? 

Mr. Row.anp. It would be $1,769.20. 

Mr. Lantcan. And how is that income distributed ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I’m sorry, I don’t believe I have the percentages in 
mind. I believe it is 1214 percent returned to the State. I’m sorry 


a 


Mr. Lanican. If you can supply that information for our record, 
that would be sufficient. 
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Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir, I will do that. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, without giving us the exact percentages, could 
you tell us how that money is distributed, for which agencies and 
for which purposes ¢ 

Mr. Row1anp. A portion is returned to the State to be utilized jp 
accordance with State law, and the State law in Arizona provides jt 
is returned to the counties for improvement of the range in which 
the collection was made, and the balance I believe goes to the Treasury 

Mr. Lanican. Is there part of that that is known as a range im- 
provement fee ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Lanican. How much of the 22 cents is range improvement 
fee ? 

Mr. Rowranp. I’m sorry, I can’t answer that. I will provide tha 
with this distribution. 

Mr. Laniean. Do you know whether it is more or less than 9 cents! 

Mr. Rowtanp. More or less than what? 

Mr. Lanican. 9 cents per animal unit month? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir, I have the lease and the distribution of fees 
under section 15 of the Taylor Act, and under section 3 of the Taylor 
Act confused in my mind, and I am unable to straighten them out at 
this point. 

Mr. Lanigan. Well, then, you will supply that information and tell 
us for which purpose each amount distributed is utilized ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Laniean. That’s all I have at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information requested follows:) 


[Enclosure B] 


DISTRIBUTION OF GRAZING FEES COLLECTED BY THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEN? 
WITHIN GRAZING DISTRICT ARIZONA-2 

Twelve and one-half percent to State in which the grazing district is located to 
be expended for the benefit of the county in which the district is located. 

Twenty-five percent range improvement fee which, when appropriated by the 
Congress, is available for the construction, purchase, or maintenance of range 
improvements. 

Sixty-two and one-half percent deposited in the U.S. Treasury. 

Authority: Sections 3 and 10, act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269) as amended, 
and 45 C.F.R. 161.8b. 

KE. I. ROWLAND, 
State Supervisor, Arizona, Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. In January of 1958 were meetings held here protest: 
ing actions of the agency ? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir, we held a meeting I believe it was in Janu- 
ary of 1958. 

Mr. Horrman. In this building? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. In this room? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What were those protests, briefly, that the land was 
being exchanged improperly ? 

Mr. Row1anp. Most of the protests that I recall were on the basis 
that we were appraising the lands too high, that is, the selected lands 
too high, the offered lands too low. It was protests by applicants. 
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Mr. Horrman. Did either of those applicants who filed protests ob- 
‘oct at that time, or were they here at that time, were they complainants 
at that time ‘ ; 

Mr. Row.anp. No, sir; I don’t believe they were. 

Mr. Lanican. Were any of these people who have appeared here 
now protestants at that time? , 

Mr. Rowtanp. Any of those who have appeared as witnesses? 

Mr. HorrMan. Yes; if you recall. 

Mr. Row.anp. I think so, sir; but I can’t be certain. 

Mr. Horrman. What did you you do at that time ? 

Mr. Rowtanv. Discussed our exchange program. Director Woozley 
explained the policy and explained that section 8 of the Taylor Graz- 
ing Act, in his opinion, was not intended to provide this means of 
land disposal where the base lands are in one county and the selected 
lands far away in another county; that it was primarily intended to 
block up grazing units since it was a part of the Taylor Grazing Act 
to provide for better administration of the Federal lands and private 
lands, block Federal lands and private lands within grazing units; 
that it had been used for this other purpose because we didn’t have 
any way of disposing of these lands under any other law, that there 
was no law that would permit disposal. 

There were numerous objections to our appraisals, but the bulk of 
them were that we were appraising lands down here too high and 
the lands in Mohave County too low. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Well, the reverse is the situation now ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrmMan. So you are caught whether you do or whether you 
don’t ? 

Mr. Moss. Let us have clarification of that last statement, the re- 
verse; what is the reverse and what is now ? 

Mr. Row.anp. From me, sir? 

Mr. Moss. Yes; you agreed to it. 

Mr. Rowianp. As I understood Mr. Hoffman’s question, by “re- 
verse” he meant that we are accused now—I don’t like to use that 
word—but we are charged, at least, with appraising lands in Mari- 
copa County at too low a price and those in Mohave County at too 
high a price, which is the reverse of the former charges. 

Mr. Moss. Well, in order that we have those charges properly be- 
fore us, I will request that you supply us with any minutes of that 
meeting which were taken so that the committee will be able to inde- 
pendently determine whether that was the case. 

(The minutes of the meeting of January 28, 1958, follows:) 


[Enclosure C] 
EXCHANGE MEETING, JANUARY 28, 1958, PHoENIx PusBLic LIBRARY 


Meeting was opened at 9 a.m. by Mr. Rowland. Introductions of Messrs. 
Woozley, Mead, Nelson, and Hochmuth. 


Dean Burch of Senator Goldwater's office made opening address. (See at- 
tached. ) 

Wooztry. Laws of Congress must be followed. Can’t make arbitrary deci- 
sions. Meeting will be limited to general discussion. Gave brief description of 
origination and functions of Bureau. Described survey made in 1953. Proper 
development of natural resources. Reduction af administrative overhead (16 
to5 percent). Has been necessary to make resurveys. Described functions of 








150 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Bureau (cadastral surveys, range management, minerals, land management) 
Lieu lands: It is obligation made when State admitted to Union. Many States 
have not asked for their land until recently. Actually, when it all comes a; 
once you can’t do it. Land withdrawals: Federal Government needs lands foy 
plants, parks, forests, etc. Is custodian. Describes section 8 of Taylor Gr; 


“Wd : : : izin 
Act. Public interest must be benefited. We have tried to get identification 3 
values. Fair market value. Problems in exchange: Is it in the public interest 


does it have equal value. Not doing things fast enough to suit everyone. Ex. 
changes were originated to improve tand patterns. Exchanges Government's way 
to do so. No law to permit us to sell more than 1,520 acres. Applicants should 
have good idea of which land they want and value of land. 

Mr. Woozley displayed chart showing status of applications now * * * peges. 
sary action, possible action, possible action in connection with case, Described 
processing of cases—filing, preadjudication, checking status, recording, possible 
conflicts, to USGS, mineral locations or leases, etc. Read letter from county 
supervisor of Mohave County. [Separate text. ] 5 

J.M. SmirH. Would you explain where there are no conflicts at all and nobody 
is even interested in the land why that it goes on for more than year and you 
can’t hear anything about it? 

Wooz.Ley. Cases are taken as they are filed—in order. If there is a backlog, 
newly filed cases will have to wait their turn. For instance, in 1953, 24 applica- 
tions were filed; in 1958, 160 applications. We take them as they come in. Yoy 
have to wait for processing. If you have a reason and can show it is writing. 
we can expedite it. 

SmiTH. Is there any particular reason why an application where there is no 
conflict and the man who has grazing on land is not interested in retaining for 
grazing, is there any reason for this not to be processed—can’t work be com- 
pleted on those where there are no conflicts? I would say this, is your personne] 
so limited that you don’t have men to work on applications that are not in 
conflict? Is your personnel that limited? If so, we need more money. 

Wooztry. I agree. I think, too, that we can’t tell where conflicts will come up. 
Conflicts might be in the title. 

SmirH. I would like to see happen, no waiting session. Why not examine 
title first? If no title, why examine it? 

Wooz.tey. There might be changes in title before we get to it. 

SMITH. I would think the title would be the first thing. 

Question. After application is filed on land, can it be segregated until ad- 
judication? 

Wooztey. Not if rejected because of public interest. Person with higher use 
is entitled to file application. For example, exchanges-homesites. We are con- 
sidering segregation after first application but doubt it can be done. Not finally 
decided until it reaches Secretary. 

Row Lanp. Private exchange was set up in Taylor Grazing Act so land holders 
can fix land pattern within their range. Now the question at issue here today 
is that they would like to exchange this outside in private exchange [lands in 
one county for those in another}. 

Smirn. I asked Mr. Rowland on the checkerboard acreage there [Mohave] and 
he told me that exchange would be on a value-for-value basis. Would that be 
in any part of the State or 

Answer. If vou take one county using that as a base, certainly that county will 
take issue because of no tax base. It is a problem between two counties. The 
intent of the exchange provision was to block up holdings. 

Smirn. I believe the hig part of the people here are interested in private ex- 
change. Three days before you have a public meeting of this kind, vou have to 
front page an article with cow tracks for urban areas. To me any time there is 
an acre of land it doesn’t become valnable until it goes into private ownership. 
If we can exchange land in Mohave County, where big part of land now is, into 
areas that mav become valnable—the land does not hecome valuable until it be 
comes in private ownership. T bought land cheap from Santa Fe but when I 
checked at Paradise Valley and Deer Valley they were selling for taxes. 

Answer. Fir market value 

Ounestion. If we can't exchange that land there [Mohave] for land down here 
without patent—can we or can’t we on equal value? What will they pay for 
puhlie land that von ean’t drill a well on? 

Answer (WoozLry). You would be surprised. 
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Question. If someone wants to trade grazing land and is willing to pay, we 
feel— wt ; ; es 

Answer. It isn’t that simple. It is the fair market value. 

guirH. A section of land in Vendon Valley, for instance, where no water table 
js, was traded for a section straight across in Mohave for 10 head of cattle. 

Answer. Fair market value. 

gyirH. If it goes on the tax rolls for thousands of dollars—base taxes—isn’t 
that in the interests of the Government ? 

That is what we are talking about today. 

WoozLEY. I agree with you. When you exchange, it must be fair market 
value. That is what we are talking about today. The difficult problem is fair 
market value, and delays in getting things through. These are things vitally im- 
portant here to you people. There may be some way that lands that need to be 
developed could be disposed of other than exchange. 

gsmirH. That is the very point that a lot of people are interested in. We would 
like to have the citizens of Arizona have more than 124% percent of the lands of 
this State to develop, and private exchange at the present time is only practical 
way that this can be done: is that right? 

Answer. Can’t appropriate water. Isn’t any homestead land. 

Question. You have tracts of isolated land where you buy 1,520 acres. 

Answer. By and large only through exchanges. That is why exchanges have 
mereased. That is Why we are here. We are looking for some method or tech- 
nique. 

Question. How do you arrive at fair market value? 

HocuMutTH. Lands must be equa! in value. Willing buyers, willing sellers. 
Fair market value. Use must determine value. In doing that U.S. must decide. 
Comparable sales in area. Record of land sales on free market. 

SmitH. How determine that free market value? If you were in real estate 
business and say I have a section of land down here. I will sell it to you and 
give you a deed, but you're comparing deeded land with Federal land. You 
have nothing to offer except Federal lands which do not have the value in record- 
er’'s Office until they have become deeded lands. 

HocuMuTH. Have you ever hired a professional appraiser? 

SmirH. L would be glad to. 

ENGLEHORN (professional appraiser). We do quite a bit of appraisal work. 

We have land in Paradise Valley selling for high prices. 

SvirnH. Land in Paradise Valley is just like other land. 

ENGLEHORN. I am sure that if you owned that land you would want a fair 
market value for it. Many people make appraisal difficult. Actually what 
appraisal is is trying to decide what the normal buyer will pay for that land. 

SmirH. Would you consider a piece of Government land as valuable as a piece 
of deeded land ? 

EnGLeHORN. But it is not on market——— 

Comment. In order for it to go on market, Government must be willing to sell 
it. How is country to be developed ? 

Brarac. How do you come to a price? Why is land so high? You know why? 
Because the Government is holding off from selling it. If the Government would 
throw any of this land on the market in lumps of 400,000 acres—the Government 
is the cause of the people going out here——— 

HocHMuTH. The law does not permit it. Must have legislation. 

Question. Where do you get your value? So little private land so value goes 
up. If there were more land it would go down in value. Not fair appraisal of 
what people would pay forit. It is not fair. 

HocuMutTH. Have to change law to throw lands on market. 

Question. What about Government lands within private holdings? 

Wooztey. Acquisition Act of 1933. These lands are islands within owned 
lands. Proposed legislation in 1954. 

Question. How did this land get into private hands? 

Answer, Mostly through Homestead Act. Very few acres under exchange. 
Government has more acreage now than it had before. State is not gaining—— 

Lee ACKERMAN. Asks to hear Rowland. 

RowLanp. Explains charts showing reasons why private exchange applications 
and others have been delayed in Arizona Land Office. Applications, processing, 
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types of applications received since 1952. Added personnel. Evident increased 
interest in public lands is even more marked in private exchanges, Statistics - 
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Through 1955 we were approproximately keeping even. In 1955 we Started 
upward trend. Have closed more private exchanges than other types. In 1957 
closing was slightly higher than receipts. Delay you have experienced should be 
of short duration, if something else unusual does not occur. 

WoozLey. Mr. Mead will remain a few days. Requirement: persons coming 
in for exchange will bring in evidence of that when making application (that is, 
value of lands). The burden of proof is going to be on applicant. You folks 
are going to bear some of the responsibility. 

FRANK COLDERMAN. State selections now conflicting. Great deal of acreage 
covered by private exchanges. Condemnation procedure. Military reservations, 
Not much argument that it is not in the public interest—Engineers want to ac 
quire land. Public protests have prevented appropriation. Private individna} 
will not have chance for development. However, these private individuals have 
picked out land which they can develop. The State has filed selection on lots 
of lands. Unless this question is received—The State has had 45 years to file 
selections. 

OrME Lewis. It is my understanding that as far as 45 years having elapsed 
since the State was formed, isn’t one of the reasons that they have not made 
selection because surveys were not completed? 

Wooz.ey. That is one of the reasons. 

Question. The State could have selected its lands long ago. Does State have 
legal right to select unsurveyed lands in lieu during this time or only surveyed 
lands? Is that not the reason for rushing the surveys so State can go ahead? 

WoozLey. Quotes Certulla case. 

Una MILter. We own the land. Where are the lands in question? (Selected 
lands. ) 

Row.Lanpb. Gives general areas of selected lands. North and west of Phoenix. 

Question. Small tracts? 

Answer. Explanation of same. 

PLAcK-GILA BEND. Two problems: Ranching land within gunnery range. They 
can enter there and they say we have not control over it. Can we force them 
to——_ 

RowLaNnpD. We have been working with the engineers for a long time. We 
think we are about to reach a conclusion. Washington is working on it. Range 
Officer Kerr has it straightened out. (?) 

Question. Could Army fence it? Stock water in tanks and wells. 

Question regarding payments to State. Woosley gives percentages for losses 
and sales. 

Lieu Lands—Same character. Also have to be classified as suitable for dis- 
posal. The State cannot go into forest lands. How many acres allowed to 
select now? Hochmuth says 400,000 acres; unidentified person says 193,000. 

SAUNDERS. State exchanges? 

Wooztrey. Answer. Must be of like character. But they have lost grazing 
lands, timbered lands, so it is pretty hard to tell what character it is. 

SmitrnA. A lot of us had hoped to reach common ground on appraisal of lands. 
It is my opinion that the thing that is stopping the private land exchange now 
is because the appraisement has reached a figure where owner of base land is 
unable to accept offer on land. 

Wooziey. Pardon me if I say you have added another one (problem). You 
won't accept it. 

SmirH. I can solve the problem. You trade us 20-1 if you put your lien land 
up so high that it will take a whole ranch in Mohave to get some land near 
valuable areas. My contention is that land is not valuable until it is improved. 
The whole process is now stymied because of basis of exchange. If we are 
going to get anything out of this meeting we are going to have to have a meeting 
of minds. 

Answer. What do you want to use for a basis? 
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gut. I want appraisal values. You boys whittle sticks and see if you 

think of something. Somebody is wanting to go out here and profiteer. 
5 estion. You put prices on land out here west and north of Phoenix. When 

ead in Kingman, not appraised what selling for. i 
1 eatxt. Answer. You have got to have evidence. Price (appraise) it. 

Lewis. I think the appraiser looks upon the lands offered to Government as 
paving that kind of market value so attributed to character and use of lands 
eing consolidated. Your appraiser looks at that land being offered and finds 
a land from point of view of Government is useful only for grazing. You 
pee have paid $25 per acre, but grazing land is only worth so much. I am 
not arguing. I say right or wrong—present basis; should it be changed or kept? 
That is the whole situation. ji , Ge 

answer. There is the law. People are paying more for land than it is worth 
in order to have some base to exchange. That is an unfortunate situation be- 
cause that purchase does not—— ; | 

LewIs. Bombing range 30 purchases are all of these purchase prices paid 
going to be the factors considered in determining value of that land or is the 
figure determined by some other factor? 

Wooztey. Not exactly. It is fair market value. The Federal Government 
js very anxious to get this land. If they had appropriation it would be best to 
purchase by condemnation. 

Lewis. Could results of condemnation suit be considered as a basis for estab- 
lishment of fair market value? 

Wooztey. Yes. Best basis in that particular case. 

Lewis Why might it not be a good idea to get the Defense Department to buy 
some land through condemnation and establish a value? 

Wooztey. Definitely a good idea. 

George DoveLaAs. Why not discount sales made in selected areas. 
Mr. Lewis does not know. Bombing range could ruin farmland. 
put too many restrictions on land. If a man wants to develop—— 

Question. Range users—how much weight does a range user carry? Live- 
stock on range. Someone wants to take out heart of thing, which might put him 
out of business. 

Question. If the range user is also the applicant 

Answer. He usually wants to exchange for land which will improve—— 

Comment. Law was made for exchange of lands anywhere in State. 

Nemson. You get adjoining land only as preference right. 

Woozitey. If on day of sale he does not bid, he may meet bid in 30 days. 

AcKERMAN. One of the main functions was to try to speed up applications. If 
it were possible, when an application was filed, no other was accepted unless 
more in public interest—then the people who are working their heads off trying 
to get applications through might be able to continue. 

Answer. Would have to be done on legislative basis. Tremendous increase 
in applications. We could draw on experts in the Department who might come 
in and help local department to process some applications which have been held 
because of lack of man-hours. That is one reason why we are out here. We 
are going to try to straighten out bottlenecks. 

Question. Could it not be possible when application is made all protests or 
objections be heard at open hearing at one time? 

Answer. Will take that under consideration. 
types of cases. Would create to many hearings. 

ArtHuR Mitius. We bought ranch of 135 acres. 
to trade for land here. 
here? 

Coker. Base, fair market and value of selection. It is my understanding that 
you are taking carrying capacity at 50 cents per cow unit rather than fair 
market value. 

Answer. Are basing apprasial on what the land will carry. 

(Discussion on processing.) 

Question. If you had a T.G. ranch and military offered cash for lease, could 
you take small piece of land instead? 

Answer. If it were suitable for exchange to United States. 

Question. We have for tax purposes the asking of valuation. Would it be 
Possible under existing law to take the appraisal of the offered and selected 


land and base upon the appraisal at the time of offer rather than wait 2 or 3 
years? 
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Answer. Offered land has chance of going up. We would like to find a com- 
mon ground to arrive at fair market value. Can't do much with group of 50 
or 60. Suggest you select three people and meet Friday with some concrete gyg. 
gestions to take back to Washington. We might be able to work out Something 
reasonable and right. Offer names to secretary. The following people were 
nominated, seconded, and approved for committee to meet with representatives 
of Government at State office for Arizona on Friday, January 31; Elmer Coker 
O. C. Williams, J. M. Smith, George Douglas, J. R. Hicks. : 

Meeting adjourned at 11:30 a.m. 

Mr. Horrman. All I was asking you for was your opinion, Yoy 
were here, weren’t you ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And at that time it was your understanding tha; 
these people who were making these protests were kicking becange 
you were appraising the lands too high? ' 

Mr. Rowtanp. That’s true. 

Mr. Horrman. Where they wanted to buy, and saying you were 
getting too much, was it? 

Mr. Rowranp. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. On the ones you were taking in? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, that we were—they were; most of them were 
exchange applicants whose exchanges we had rejected on the basis 
of unequal values. We said that they had not offered enough value 
or had selected too much value, whichever way you wish to work it, 
Their complaint was that we were not giving enough value to the 
lands they were offering and were putting too much value on the 
lands that they were selecting. 

Mr. Horrman. Is it your understanding at the present time the 
protest is that you are taking in lands too low and charging too much 
for what you want exchanged ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. It is my understanding that that has been the 
complaint that resulted in the committee’s investigation; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, after those hearings there and this public 
meeting in this hall, did you make an effort to ascertain the true 
value of the lands on both what you were getting and what you were 
letting go of ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. We continually attempted to improve our appraisal 
practices. I don’t know that any major changes were made after 
that meeting. We have attempted to improve and refine our ap- 
praisal practices. 

Mr. Horrman. You are doing the best you can ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Or are you laying down on the job ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir, we are not. 

Mr. Horrman. Anybody accuse anyone in the Department, so far 
as you know, either the State or the Federal, of being improperly 
influenced ? 

Mr. Row1ianp. Yes, we have been accused of that. 

Mr. Horrman. Who did that, and what did they offer in support 
of it? 

Mr. Row.anp. We were never given the name of who made the 
charge, but the charge was made and resulted in an investigation by 
the Department of this office. 

Mr. Horrman. And always someone said someone else told him! 

Mr. Rowtanp. I don’t know, sir. 
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Mr. Horrman. Isn’t that what the record shows? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The investigator didn’t let me see the record. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s make it very clear if we are going to refer to the 
record of the Department of the sone edge into the Bureau of Land 
Management shows, we will only refer to it if it is made a part of 
this record. 

Mr. Horrman. I am just asking him for what he knows. 

Mr. Moss. Unless he is willing to submit the report of the in- 
vestigation. 

Mr. Horrman. He didn’t make it. 

Mr. Moss. Well, all right, then, we have no report of an investiga- 
tion before us. This is the first I have been informed of the fact 
that any was undertaken by the Department. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean I can’t ask him whether in his opinion 
his Department or his officials or any of them have been accused 
improperly ¢ 

Mr. Moss. You may ask him that, but when you start referring 
to a report of an investigation of the De partment, if you are going 
to examine him on that or he is to respond to it. it will be put into 
this record or it will not be examined into. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Well, of course you are the—not the Supreme 
Court Justice, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court Warren, but 
I realize it is similar. 

Mr. Moss. Earl Warren was a very good Governor of our State, 
and I haven’t the slightest reluctance to be categorized with him. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, in any event, do you know of anyone in the 
Department who has been improperly influenced ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Either State or Federal ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any evidence that they have? 

Mr. Rowianp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, after that letter of, I think it came down 
here sometime about October of 1958, from what did we call it, some- 
one signed for the Director in Washington ? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And you have been examined at length about that, 
parts of the letter have been read here again. What did you do 
about it? 

Mr. Row.anp. We asked the assistance of the area administrator 
and his staff in working out a reappraisal. 

Mr. Horrman. Here locally? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir, he sent the area lands officer to Arizona, 
and he and my lands and minerals officer, Mr. Newell, reviewed that, 
the entire record, and concluded that the original appraisal was 
proper. 

Mr. HorrmMan. 
mation ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Horrman. This came down from W ashington, some fellow 


there who apparently thought he knew more about it after looking 
at the record than you did ? 


Mr. Row.anp. Well.— 


That is to say, he relied on your firsthand infor- 
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Mr. Horrman. I will withdraw that because you might—you would 
be referring to one of your superiors, wouldn’t you ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Possibly. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, well, I wouldn’t ask you to criticize your boss 
You just didn’t follow his directions, if he had any, in that letter? — 

Mr. Rowtanp. The directions, I would like to make this clear, were 
addressed to the area administrator, the instructions to 

Mr. Horrman. Whois that? 

Mr. Row.anp. Mr. Neal Nelson in Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Horrmay. Is he interested in any way in this land, so far as you 
know ? ‘ 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; he is not. 

Mr. Horrman. From any real estate outfit ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any reason why he would be biased 
or prejudiced ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then it boils down to somebody in Washington 
knowing more about somebody’s business in the sticks than somebody 
out there does? : 

Mr. Rowtanp. May I explain the memorandum a little bit? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Rowtanp. They had reviewed the report that was made and 
indicated that the appraisal was not sufficiently substantiated, that the 
background material, the evidence of value was insufficient. I think 
that that was the intent, rather than to say that the appraisal was 
wrong, they indicated that the review of a report to a person not 
familiar with the area 

Mr. Horrman. Didn’t substantiate the conclusions ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Left something to be desired; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is to say, you hadn’t gone far enough out here 
in making the appraisal ? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did those who made the appraisal go on the land, 
were they around here, local people or 

Mr. Row.anp. Our appraisers have to identify the land by the 
corner monuments and examine it carefully ; yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You say examine it carefully, what, the map or the 
land ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The land itself, that is a requirement, that our 
appraisers identify the land by the survey monuments and know 
exactly where they are and what they are looking at so there will be 
no mistake. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you been here all through the hearing? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You heard the witnesses? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I may have missed it, but did you hear any of them 
who testified say that he personally had been familiar with the land, 
what I call the pink land? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I believe that the general statement was that they 
were generally familiar with the area, that they had been in that 
vicinity. 
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Mr. Horrman. Did any of them testify, as far as you recall, that 
they had been on the land, examined it themselves? ; 

Mr. Rowtanp. I heard no evidence that they had actually identified 
the land that was involved in this case. 

Mr. Horrman. What is this machine over here back of me? 

Mr. Row.anp. It’s a projector for maps and transparencies. 

Mr. Horrman. Does that belong to your office ¢ 

Mr. Rowxanp. No, sir, we borrowed it for this occasion. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You use it for what? 

Mr. Row.anp. Well, we brought it over here for the purpose of 
explaining, if we can, this complicated procedure under the private 
exchange. 

Mr. Horrman. What examination, what information you have 
to have before you can approve of an exchange ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. That in part, yes, sir, and the processing of an ex- 
change application from start to finish. 

Mr. Horrman. Are you willing to show the committee by the ma- 
chine how you do it? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What have you to explain ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I think it might help the committee to under- 
stand—— 

Mr. Moss. Let me make something abundantly clear. I have had 
a staff man here for a week. I have been here for the past 2 days. 
Nobody in the Bureau of Land Management or the Department of the 
Interior has had the courtesy to inform me that they had the machine. 
Now, when you start contacting the ranking minority member and 
ignoring the chairman of this committee, then you are approaching 
mighty close to the border of contempt for this committee. 

Mr. Horrman. You cite him for contempt if you can, I would just 
like to have you do it. 

Mr. Moss. Just a moment, you are not going to make a hippo- 
drome or a forum of this unless you want to come properly before 
this committee and make a courteous and respectful request. I am 
not going to be treated in this manner. It is a flagrantly arrogant 
act and one I am not at all tolerant of. We will not have the ma- 
chine; we will not have the information; we will receive it in Wash- 
ington when we can completely receive it, in another series of hear- 
ings where we will examine fully into this matter of appraisal pro- 
cedures, and of the complexities of exchange. 

Mr. Horrman. Don’t glare at me, you frighten me. 

Mr. Moss. I am not trying to frighten you and I am not trying to 
do anything except make it clear to you what you should know, that 
these people are not behaving in a manner which you, as a chairman, 
would be tolerant of. 

Mr. Horrman. No, I am directly opposite. 

Mr. Moss. I observed you, as chairman in the 83d Congress, and 
there are few chairmen who were as difficult chairman as you. You 
were most insistent on proper procedure, and I will not be that in- 
sistent, but there will be proper procedure here. 

Mr. Horrman. And I am now agreeable to what you say except—— 

Mr. Moss. There will be no exceptions. 


Mr. Horrman. Well, you made a statement not accurate, you said 
they came to me. 
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Mr. Moss. You knew about it. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, Lord bless your dear little heart, I saw the 
machine and I asked them, “What have you got that for.” 

Mr. Moss, These accidents always happen when the Department of 
the Interior is involved. It is always an accident that the majority 
never gets any information except through some mysterious osmosis it 
develops down through to the minority side. 

Mr. Horrman. You have had a staff out here I don’t know how long 
they could inquire about these things. = 

Mr. Moss. ‘These people undertook to initiate bringing 

Mr. Horrman. Wait a minute. Be courteous and listen to me. 

Mr. Moss. I will listen, but I will not further respond. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, that’s fine, that makes me happy, I’m 
glad to have that. Now, you have had your staff here, the staff has 
complained and you have complained about the length of time, the 
delay that went on putting on an application. None of these gentle- 
men said a word to me about that machine. I saw it here, I’m curious 
I went back and I asked him, and I have asked now if you want e 
explain the delay. I don’t care anything about it, but you made the 

oublic statement earlier, it is on the record, that you were going to 
fies no one from the audience, you were going to hear what the staff 
had recommended. 

Mr. Moss. That is not correct. 

Mr. Horrman. What’s wrong with it? Explain it. 

Mr. Moss. I said we were not going to depart from the schedule of 
this committee excepting upon most persuasive circumstances, and 
that anyone who desired to testify would have to contact the staff and 
make proper approach. I made a public announcement a week ago 
that there would be staff representatives here to listen to those and to 
meet with those who desired to present testimony, and until the eve- 
ning before the hearing commenced no one contacted the staff for 
that purpose. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you see any reason for any reappraisal after 
you got that letter from the Director? 
~ Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir: we discussed the matter, and as I indicated 

reviously, I can’t recall that we put it in writing. We may have, and 
if so I will advise the committee, provide the committee with that in- 
formation. We discussed it. We reviewed all the basic data and con- 
cluded that the appraisal was correct. 

Mr. Horrman. Who is the top man in the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement in Washington ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Director Edward Woozley, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Is he here? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Ready to testify? Do you know whether he has 
been subpenaed or not ? 

Mr. Row1anp. -I believe he has not. 

Mr. Horrman. Or consulted ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I don’t believe he has been consulted. 

Mr. Horrman. Were you? 

Mr. Rownanp. I was requested. 

Mr. Horrman. To be here? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. HorrmMan. But before the hearing, before you came here, did 
the investigators talk with you ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you withhold any information they asked for? 

Mr. Row.anpb. None whatever. 

Mr. Horrman. Or refuse or neglect anything you thought would be 
helpful to them ? ; 

Mr. Rowianp. We tried to provide them with everything possible. 

Mr. Horrman. And still are ready to? 

Mr. Row.anp. Everything we thought would be of any value to 
them; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you recall any series of mistakes connected with 
the procedure anywhere from beginning to end that you have made 
that would have changed the result on the applications which you 
have refused or granted ? 

Mr. Rowand. Are you speaking of this particular application, sir? 

Mr. HorrmMan. Yes, well, confine it to that one. 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, I don’t believe we made any mistakes in this 
application. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any others where you have made 
mistakes 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Which ones are they ? 

Mr. Row.anpv. There was the one Mr. Mollohan discussed yesterday. 

Mr. Horrman. What mistake did you make there ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. There was a mistake in arithmetic. We issued a 
decision without catching the error. The decision quoted the ap- 
praised values and Mr. Mollohan came in and attempted to amend his 
application to bring the values within reason, within balance, and at 
that time we discovered the arithmetical error. 

Mr. Horrman. What was it? 

Mr. Rowxanp. It was just an error in multiplying price by acres, 
and we had advised Mr. Mollohan at that time that the amended 
application was still out of balance. 

Mr. Horrman. At the present time you are not passing on appli- 
cations ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. Due to the suspension order. 

Mr. Horrman. When did you get the suspension order ? 

Mr. RowLanp. December 10, 1959. 

Mr. Horrman. How many applications, approximately, were on file 
at that time ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Applications which the order could affect as to the 
final approval, I believe about 3,800, something like that. 

Mr. Horrman. How many exchange applications were pending 
then ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Approximately 80. 

' Mr. Horrman. And how many small tract applications were pend- 
ing? 

Mr. Rowianp. May I refer to my notes? 

Mr. Horrman. Get them all. 

_ Mr. Rowxtanp. I was in error, sir, in the total. It was 3,546 which 
ineluded 414 public sales, 80 private exchanges, 3,000 small tracts, 27 
Recreation Act purchase applications, and 25 Recreation Act lease 
applications. 
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Mr. Horrman. And how many exchanges for land? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Eighty. 

Mr. Horrman. And how many are pending now, how many ex- 
change applications ? ; 

Mr. Row.anp. Approximately that same number. There may have 
been some rejected that this did not interfere with continuing opera- 
tions as far as the exchanges that were not to be approved, those which 
did not meet the requirements. 

Mr. Horrman. Approximately how many acres of the base lands 
were required to consummate the exchange in this case ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. In the case we are discussing, sir ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. Well, from Mr. Nye what was the difference? 

Well, if you don’t get it, just answer the first question. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Mr. Nye didn’t have anything to do with this par- 
ticular exchange application. There were 42,211.41 acres. There 
again I have apparently made an error. The acreage of the big piece 
is 49,571.43 acres. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, it’s on that sheet. I will not go farther with 
that. We have that in, I think, this table here. It is in the record, 
so I won’t waste any time on that. 

Now, there have been instances where the applicant for privately 
exchanged offered lands as base which was grossly disproportionate 
in value to the lands selected. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know some of those? 

Mr. Row1anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. In these cases they have been investigating here? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I believe that Mr. Bartlett examined some of those 
cases, yes. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know which ones they were, now # 

Mr. Rowxanp. There are a great number of them. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I won’t waste time on that, then, if there are 
many of them. 

Sometimes they agree with you as to your appraisal, do they? 

Mr. Rowxanp. Yes, frequently our decisions are not appealed. 

Mr. Horrman. Can you tell us how often, the percentage they 
appeal ? 

{r. Row.anp. It would be a very rough estimate, but as far as the 
exchanges are concerned I would say between 5 and 10 percent of the 
rejections that are appealed. 

fr. Horrman. On your review of the Lawrence-Stegall, on that 
appraisal, did you consider the speculative value of the selected lands? 

Mr. Row.anp. We considered the speculative interest that was af- 
fecting the sales, the only sales we could find in the area, which were 
off to the east of the offered land, and we did, we included that specu- 
lative interest in our appraisal of those lands which we thought were 
somewhat comparable, the lands that were later eliminated from the 
exchange, we included, I believe, an element of speculation. 

Mr. Horrman. Is this Government land subject to homestead ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Is there water on it? 

Mr. Rowtanp. If there was evidence that water was available for 
irrigation, it would be subject to homestead. 
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Mr. Horrman. Would you have, with reference to the pink land, 
any water in there? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The indications that we have, the only available data 
from wells and from geological studies of the area indicates that prob- 
ably there is no adequate water supply underground. 

Mr. Horrman. Way down I mean, too. 

Mr. Row.anp. It hasn’t been prospected below 500-some feet, I 
believe. 

Mr. Horrman. Up above there, didn’t they try it up above, once? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I think there have been about two wells drilled in 
the area; I’m just speaking from memory. 

Mr. Horrman. How far back do you remember ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. As far as Arizona is concerned, I have been here 
since August of 1954, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you recall that somewhere, not too near this, 
they tried to get water and abandoned it? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Where was that, how close to this tract ? 

Mr. Rowxianp. That was about 1955, and I believe it was within 
the area of the selected lands. I believe the well was on the selected 
land. 

Mr. Horrman. And what was the result there, and how far down 
did they go, do you recall ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I can’t recall exactly, it was 500-some feet, I believe. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you recall someone subsequently trying it and 
failing, another outfit ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; I don’t know of any. It is possible, but I 
don’t know of any wells, any attempts to drill after that. 

Mr. Horrman. What does a homesteader pay for acreage ? 

Mr. Rowtanpv. On a 160-acre homestead, which would be the nor- 
mal size, he pays a total of about 11 cents per acre. 

Mr. Horrman. And is this land in the pink there subject to home- 
stead, I mean suitable ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. A portion of it, the areas we appraised at $15 per 
acre we believe if water could be available would be subject to home- 
stead. 

Mr. Horrman. Could I come in and homestead some of it, pay 11 
cents an acre ¢ 

Mr. Rowxanp. Yes, sir; we would require, however, before we al- 
lowed the homestead, that you give some reasonable evidence that 
there was a chance of getting water on it. 

Mr. Horrman. And you understand that anything short of 500 feet 
there’s no water now ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. According to the tests that have been made; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you anything here that will show the condi- 
tion of the pink land as compared with the surrounding land where 
we have had prices as to the value per acre? 

Mr. Row.anp. I have an aerial photo covering the selected land and 
some of the adjoining area. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you have it with you? 

We will offer it and ask the witness to explain it. 

How long have you had that ? 

_ Mr. Rowtanp. We obtained it during the period when we were mak- 
ing the appraisal of this selected land in tnis particular case. 
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Mr. Horrman. Any staff committee investigator ever ask you for it? 

Mr. Rowxanp. I don’t recall whether Mr. Bartlett saw this or not. 

Mr. Horrman. Who did you tell about it first, yesterday, who is the 
first one you told about it? 

Mr. Rowxanp. It occurred to me last night that we had this in our 
map files, and I thought it might be 

Mr. Horrman. I came along and asked you this morning what that 
was? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is the first anybody connected with the com- 
mittee, so far as you know, asked you anything about it ? 

Mr. Rowxianp. Right; yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You haven’t shown it to me, have you? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. May we have it now, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Moss. I have no objection. 

Mr. Horrman. Tell us what it is and what it shows. 

Mr. Rowtanp. This is an aerial photograph of the 

Mr. Moss. Will you bring that easel over and stand it up on end go 
that it will take this photograph? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The lands originally included in the exchange. 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that 
when he says “this land” that he designate in some direction. He was 
pointing to the northwest corner of the map, of the photograph. If 
he would do that. 

Mr. Moss. You have oriented it in the traditional fashion with the 
north the top there ? 

Mr. Rowxianp. Yes, sir, north is at the top, and west here, east here, 
and south. 

The area shown by this red line is the south line of the lands orig- 
inally included in the Lawrence and Stegall application for exchange. 

The areas in green are outlined—the area included in the patent are 
outlined in green, indicated here on the exclusions within the area. 

These State school sections are also shown bordered in green, but 
that is the outline of the patented area. This is the Hassayampa 
River. The areas is here are the lands that we appraised at $50 on 
the basis that they were to some extent comparable with the sales 
which we had used, the only sales we could find in the area which were 
mostly along the Wickenburg-Phoenix Highway. 

Mr. Horrman. The tract you are last describing, when you said this 
here, that was to the east of the river on the north half of the map! 

Mr. Rowtanp. This is east, sir; it was the area here that was orig- 
inally included and later dropped in the application we appraised at 
$50 on the basis of the comparable sales in the area. 

Across the river we are quite clear on the photo. It is cut by 
washes, portions are extremely rough and rocky. Most of it is very 
rough. There are several large washes and many tribbutaries cut- 
ting through the whole area. This is the Jack Rabbit Wash that 
was indicated yesterday. 

Mr. Moss. It is not quite a Grand Canyon, then, is it? 

Mr. Row.anp. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I was left somewhat with that impression. 








Mr. Rowtanp. It is a large drainage, but it 1s not a Grand Canyon. 
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Mr. SmirH. In comparison it is probably about 1 percent of the 
total of the area, you would say, or hardly that? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The land actually in the wash ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Rowranv. I would say it was probably less than 1 percent. 
That is just one of the larger washes, however. As you can see, it 
is completely cut by smaller washes, For this area we felt there were 
no comparable sales at that time. I believe there was a sale indicated 
on the other map up in here, a State sale somewhere in this area, 
which I understood was consummated in January of 1959. 

Mr. Montcomery. 1960. 

Mr. Row.anp. Subsequent to our appraisal, and our appraisal was 
made in the spring of 1958. 

Mr. Moss. Well, now, let’s get this straight; your appraisal was 
made in the spring of 1958 ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Moss. But if the directive inherent in this memorandum of 
October 31, 1958, was followed, whether we call it a reappraisal, re- 
evaluation, review, or whatever we call it, there was another appraisal 
made ? 

Mr. Rownanpb. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. So it was made after the November 1958 memorandum 
from Mr. Newell to your office agreeing to go ahead and make the 
review, so technically the latter appraisal was the latter part of 1958? 

Mr. Rowtanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. What about the ups and downs? 

Mr. Rowtanpn. Well, it is quite clear, I think, from a look at this 
map, that the areas in here, particularly, and down through this area, 
are a great cleal rougher and less suitable for any development pur- 
pose than these lands out in this area which we had appraised at $50 
in consideration of comparable sales along the highway to the east. 
These are all washes of varying size running south eventually empty- 
ing into the Hassayampa River. 

Mr. Horrman. Where are the highways on there? 

Mr. Rownanp. The highway from Phoenix to Wickenburg is out- 
side of the map to the east. 

Mr. Horrman. How far? 

Mr. Rowtanp. From this point I believe about 5 miles. I can 
check that on the other map. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Rowtanp. It would be, from the nearest point, it would be 5 
miles east to the highway. 

Mr. Horrman. How do you get to the land, the selected land ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. There is aa unimproved road into this area, and in 
here there are various jeep trails. It would take a four-wheel drive 
vehicle to cover very much of the area by vehicle, otherwise it would 
be horseback or afoot. 

Mr. Horrman. To get your 5 miles, where do you start on your 
map 

Mr. Rowtanp. From the edge of the original selection—— 

Mr. Horrman. From the edge of the pink land. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, from the edge of the original selection, which 


was eliminated from the exchange, that is 3, it would be 8 miles to the 
road at the nearest point. 
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Mr. Horrman. Eight instead of five? 

Mr. Rowxanp. Yes, sir, it would be 8 miles from the land patented 
to the highway. 

Mr. Horrman. I will offer the map anyway for what it may be 
worth. 

Mr. Moss. Well, have you in your files an aerial photograph of 
the base lands in this transaction ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I think we may have, sir, not made up as a mosaic 
as in this case, but we have individual aerial photos, I believe, to cover 
sectors of it. 

Mr. Moss. We are just as interested in the base lands as we are 
in the selected lands in this instance. 

Mr. Rowxanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And so there will be no misunderstanding, I am maki 
a request that if you do have such a map that it be placed at the dis- 
posal of the committee. 

Mr. Rowuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What about the offer of that map ¢ 

Mr. Moss. I accepted that. 

(The map referred to is on file with the subcommittee.) 

Mr. Horrman. Something was said about a dam up there some- 
where, is that anywhere near this? I heard something in the testi- 
mony, something about a dam and a railroad, a highway. 

Mr. Rowxanp. I believe they were probably referring to the vicinity 
of the 

Mr. Horrman. The other tract ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The offered land ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. How does the land, the selected land, compare with 
the base land now in value? 

Mr. Row.anp. They are approximately equal, as the exchange was 
finally amended. 

Mr. Horrman. Then if there is any complaint, I would be led to 
the conclusion you just didn’t get enough i your selected land, is 
that it, or did you pay too much for the base land ¢ 

Mr. Rowxanp. No, sir, it is my opinion that the exchange was quite 
closely balanced in value as to offered and selected lands. 

Mr. Horrman. That was your opinion then, and is now ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; and it is now. 

Mr. Horrman. In spite of what you have heard here ? 

Mr. Rowxanp. If the appraisal were to take place today, there may 
be several developments that would change the evidences of appraisal. 
Perhaps—I know that in one case a State sale in this area which we 
did not have to consider at the time we made our appraisal indicated 
a value I think of well over a hundred dollars. 

Mr. Montreomery. Appraised at $150. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, and you know that brings up a very interesting 
point. That State sale which went at $160 

Mr. Horrman. $162, I think. 

Mr. Moss. Well, one hundred and sixty something, was appraised 
by the State at $150, a contemporary appraisal. You didn’t issue a 

atent on this until last fall, and it is another one of those interest- 
ing coincidences which so completely puzzle me, as we look at the pat- 
tern of values assigned to this land by the appraisers of the Bureau of 
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Land Management, the magic of 30 times the value on one side of a 
dry stream, when appraising on the basis of forage value. In other 
words, it would have to be 30 times as productive, as fertile, 30 times 
the carrying value, and then right over there where it is remote we 
find 100 times the value is assigned by the State, 100 times the value 
that you people assigned. 

These are very puzzling developments. Maybe you wouldn’t alter 
your aces, but I certainly would do an awful lot of careful search- 
ing if I were assigned the job of appraising it. 

Mr. Horrman. What is the difference between what the State sells 
and what the Federal Government sells? 

Mr. Moss. Not a hundred times impact on value. 

Mr. Horrman. What are the terms of sale when the State sells, 
what are the terms when the Government sells ? 

Mr. Rowxanpn. That’s to me, sir? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Rowianp. The normal procedure for the State sale is 7-percent 
downpayment and 38 years to pay the balance in equal installments at 
I believe 5 percent interest rate. I am not sure of the interest rate. 

Mr. Horrman. Anything else, any other terms? 

Mr. RowtAnp. They will accept, of course, cash or payment greater 
than the 7 percent, but I think normally the sales are consumated on 
the basis of 7 percent. 

Mr. Horrman. What about any buildings, anything of that kind? 

Mr. Rowianp. Any improvements are added in the value, yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I mean does the buyer have to do something, put 
down a well or build a house or 

Mr. Row.anp. Oh, no, sir; no requirements. 

Mr. Horrman. He can let it stay in its natural state? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, what about the Federal Government ? 

Mr. RowtAnp. It depends upon which law the disposal is—— 

Mr. Horrman. Make it brief, and give us both or any way where 
the Government can sell or trade. 

Mr. Rowtanp. There are only two ways in which we could dispose 
of a block of land such as this. One would be the Small Tract Act, 
the other would be exchange. 

Mr. Horrman. We have had something on the small tract—we 
will skip that one. 

Mr. Rownanp. Under exchange, section 8 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act provides that individuals within the discretion of the Secretary 
permit exchanges if the individual offers land of at least equal value 
and if the consummation of the exchange will benefit the public in- 
terest. 

Mr. Horrman. Dollars and cents alone, or anything else taken into 
consideration ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; in addition to equal value it is necessary 
to show benefit in some way to the public. 

: = Horrman. Like a park, game refuge, or something of that 
ind ¢ 

Mr. RownAnp. Assistance in a Federal project, some of the Federal 
land programs, assistance or permitting the land to go into a higher 
development so it will assist the economy of the area. 
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Mr. Horrman. Who determines whether it will be of value to the 
people generally, anyone vested with discretion there, and who is it, 
if there is? 

Mr. Rowrianp. That authority has been delegated to the State super- 
visors, to myself in Arizona. 

Mr. Horrman. By the Federal Government? 

Mr. Row.anp. By the Secretary delegated to the director, and the 
director to me. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean the Secretary of the Federal Govern. 
ment ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. The Secretary of the Interior; yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrmMan. So they are cooperating with the State authorities? 

Mr. Row.anp. Cooperating to the extent of 

Mr. HorrmMan. Well, here, you have an exchange pending and some- 
body says, “Well, listen, that “doesn’t help the people any, the Federal 
Government, that is just a private transaction here for this fellow 
where he expects to make money.” I understand you to say the Sec- 
retary of the Interior had the authority to determine whether it was 
in the public interest. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. He delegates that, does he, to the State man ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. It is delegated to the Director, then from the Direc- 
tor to the State office where exchanges do not exceed 2,000 acres or 
$50,000 in value. 

Mr. Horrman. So you work together, the State and the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Well, I think maybe I have confused you on the 
State angle. I am talking solely of Federal lands. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, but what I am trying to get at is, do you co- 
operate with the State officials; do you seek their opinion as to 
whether it is in the public interest ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Oh, I think I understand. 

Mr. Horrman. I didn’t make it clear, probably. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Normally we contact county officials and advise 
them, then of course each exchange must be published so it becomes a 
matter of public knowledge that this exchange is going through and 
anyone who believes it is not a proper exchange has the opportunity 
to protest: it. 

Mr. Horrman. That is to say it must rest with you to determine 
whether it is in the public interest to make the exchange, but you take 
the opinion of county folks or anyone else who comes in ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir, we attempt to make certain our decision on 
the public interest matter is thoroughly backed up. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s all. 

Mr. Moss. The committee has scheduled other witnesses on other 
matters, so Mr. Smith and I will reserve our time for examining you 
following the development of the facts in the second case which is 
scheduled for inquiry by this committee, so you may stand aside now 
and we will be ready to hear from you later on. 

The next witness will be Mr. George Bartlett of the General Ac- 
counting Office. 

Mr. Bartlett, you have been previously sworn. 
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To permit the reporter to change tape, we will take a little recess for 
5 minutes. 

(Short recess taken.) 
Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now come to order. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF GEORGE R. BARTLETT, INVESTIGATOR, 
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, during the course of your review 
of land disposal transactions here involving appraisals by the Bureau 
of Land Management, did you review exchange case No. 09203? 

Mr. Bartuerr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you tell the subcommittee the nature of 
that case / 

Mr. Bartrterr. This was a private exchange initiated and prose- 
cuted by David b. Morgan. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, David B. Morgan was the applicant? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have any information as to who David B. 
Morgan is? 

Mr. Bartrierr. He, as I understand, was a member of the John H. 
Page Land Co., Phoenix, Ariz. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What is the nature of this business, the John H. 
age Land Co. ¢ 

Mr. Bartierr. They primarily deal in land. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Morgan applied for this exchange offering 
lands where ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Offering lands in Mohave County. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Does the map on the board show those lands? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, they do. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you step over there and indicate to the com- 
mittee which lands are involved ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. These lands down in here, which is about T. 16 N.. 
R.18 and 19 W. They are colored in pink. These are the base lands 
or the private lands. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How many acres are involved in that tract ? 

Mr. Bartierr. In the base lands 9,181.32 acres. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, which lands did Mr. Morgan select, which 
of the Government lands did he select. 

Mr. Bartierr. The lands are located here in Maricopa County in 
T.3N.,R.6 E. 

Mr. Montcomery. The lands colored in yellow ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, the light yellow. This is Phoenix, Ariz., which 
isapproximately 35 miles from the selected lands. 


Mr. Monreonexsr. How many acres are involved in the selected 
lands? 


Mr. Barrierr. 4,540.57 acres. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Bartlett, did you ask the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment if they had any better maps, any aerial photographs, or any- 
thing of that type which would more precisely fix this location? Did 
you seek to get any topogr aphic maps which would give evaluations 
and land characteristics ? 


Mr. Barterr. I have seen a topographical map of this area in here. 
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Mr. Moss. The purpose of the maps on the board at this point ig 
merely to fix the area geographically ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir, that’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Bartlett, is this the legal description of the 
base and selected lands in this case ? c 

Mr. Barrtert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. I will offer the legal description into evidence 
_ Mr. Moss. Without objection, the legal description will be included 
in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF LANDS INVOLVED IN THE MorGcan-Evans 
EXCHANGE (ARIzONA 09203) 


SELECTED LANDS (4,540.57 ACRES) 
Ton. bh 6 H. 
Sec. 10, all. 
Sec. 11, lots 6, 7, 8, 9, WY%EW, Wh. 
Sec. 14, lots 9, 10, 11, 12, W1,4E4, W'4. 
See. 15, all. 
Sec. 22, all. 
Sec. 23, lots 9, 10, 11, 12, W14. 
Sec. 26, lots 9, 10, 11, 12, W%. 
Sec. 27, all. 
BASE LANDS (9,181.32 ACRES) 
. 16 N., R. 18 W. 
Sec. 19, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E44W%, Et. 
Sec. 21, all. 
Sec. 27, all. 
Sec. 29, all. 
Sec. 31, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E44W%, Ew. 
Sec. 33, all. 
Sec. 35, all. 


f. 16 N., R. 19 W. 

Sec. 19, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E44 W, EA. 

Sec. 21, all. 

Sec. 23, all. 

Sec. 25, all. 

Sec. 27, all. 

Sec. 29, all. 

Sec. 31, lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E4W%, E¥. 

See. 33, NEY, NANW, SEYNW. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Bartlett, did you examine the official 
records in the Bureau of Land Management concerning this exchange! 

Mr. Barttett. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you see the appraisal report? 

Mr. Bartiett. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. What value did they assign to the base lands 
in Mohave County ? 

Mr. Bartietr. The value was $13,135.65, that was at the rate of 
$1.25 and $1.50 per acre. 

Mr. Monteomery. Some of the lands were appraised at $1.25, and 
others at $1.50? 

Mr. Bartietr. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, what value did they place on the selected 
lands, the lands colored in light yellow on the map? 

Mr. Bartterr. The value on the selected lands, $12,341.19. That's 
at the rate of $2.50 and $3 an acre. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Did you undertake to obtain any evidence on 
our own as to the values of land in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. First may I ask what was the date of this ap- 

lication ? 

Mr. Bartiettr. The date of the application was July 1, 1955. 

Mr. Montcomery. July 1955. When did the Bureau of Land 
Management make their appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartietr. They made their appraisal of the base lands in 
August of 1955, and of the selected lands in November of 1955. Their 
report was dated December 8, 1955. 

Mr. Montcomery. That was the field report ? 

Mr. Bartiert. Right. 

Mr. Montcomery. When was the exchange consummated, pat- 
ented ? 

Mr. Bartietr. It was patented in February 1956. 

Mr. Montcomery. In your attempts to obtain evidence of value, did 
you try to relate the values of this land, as well as of surrounding 
lands, to the date of the transaction here involved ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monreomery. Did you obtain any such evidence of values? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you recite those to the committee ? 

Mr. Barrietr. I obtained evidence of values—do you want the 
base land or selected land ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, let’s start with the selected lands. 

Mr. Bartietr. I found some values in their own files. I have a 
report here of the-——— 

Mr. Montcomery. What do you mean their own files, the Bureau 
of Land Management files? 

Mr. Bartietrtr. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Relating to this transaction ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In other words, this is data that the Bureau 
of Land Management Field Examiner collected at the time he made 
the appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right, some of it. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you recite that to the subcommittee, some 
of the transactions, or all of them, as the chairman may desire. 

Mr. Bartterr. Township 3 North, Range 5 East 

Mr. Monrcomery. Could you state the general locations there to 
orient your testimony to the map? 

Mr. Barrterr. Township 3 North, Range 5 East is in this area 
in here. They reported in May of 1955 a sale of 10 acres for $300 
an acre: in October of 1954 they reported a sale of 10 acres for $250. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Was that located—— 

Mr. Barrierr. In the same area. In January of 1955 they reported 
10 acres sold for $300 an acre. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you have information on those sales as to 
who the seller and the purchaser were ? 

Mr. Barrirrr. Yes. 
Mr. Monrcomery. Will you state that for the record ? 
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Mr. Barrterr. I will start from the beginning. The first one was 
sold in May of 1955, it was from Herberger Enterprises to Liseu 
Biven, that was 10 acres for $300 an acre. 

In October of 1954 Herberger Enterprises sold to Vera M. MeDop. 
ald 10 acres for $250 an acre. 

In January of 1955, Herberger sold to Yost, 10 acres for $300 an 
acre. 

Mr. Montrcomery. These are all in that area you have previously 
indicated ? : 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right, all in the same area. 

In Township 3 North, Range 6 East, which is in this little area 
right here, this is the selected land here, 120 acres were sold in October 
of 1955 by W. B. Matlock to H. A. Fort for $28 an acre. 

In April 1955, this is in Township 4 North, Range 5 East, Brooks 
Darlington sold to Horace W. Prunk, the number of acres are not 
shown, for $150 an acre. 

In April of 1955, Brooks Darlington sold to John D. Benfield. The 
number of acres are not shown but at the rate of $150 an acre. That 
is still in the same area. 

In March of 1955, Camelback Ranch Properties sold to James R. 
Jennings. The number of acres are not shown, at the rate of $195 
anacre. That was in Township 3 North, Range 6 East. 

In March of 1955 Richard Elson sold land to P. C. Gilham, for 
$150 an acre. 

In January 1955, J. C. Harris sold land to H. L. Kinman, in this 
same area for $100 an acre. 

This other one doesn’t have a date. That is some of the land they 
picked in Maricopa County. " 

Mr. Monreomery. Did you obtain other evidence as to the value 
of this land? 

Mr. Bartuert. Yes. 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. Will you recite that ? 

Mr. Moss. You have copies of that for members of the subcommit- 
tee ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, there are copies. 

Mr. Moss. Now, I want to make it very clear the source of the mate- 
rial which was just given the subcommittee. This material was taken 
from the files of the Bureau of Land Management in connection with 
the case now under discussion. 

Mr. Montcomery. And Mr. Chairman, we will request that that be 
introduced in the record with the appraisal report. 

Mr. Moss. It is in the record, was read into the record. 

The appraisal report, without objection, will be made a part of the 
record at this point. The additional information which we will dis- 
cuss has been independently developed by the staff of the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
AREA II, 
Phoenia, Ariz., December 8, 19558. 
Field No. A-45636. 


REPORT 





Land district and serial No. AR—09203. 
Name: Morgan, David B. 
Subject : Land exchange (sec. 8, T.G.A.). 

Date (application or proof) : June 9, 1955. 

Date of examination: August 21, 1955, and November 7, 1955. 
Field examiner: Kelly R. Johnson. 

Approved : Lands and minerals officer. 


(Lands involved: Base lands (all G&SRH., Mohave County, Ariz.) 


——_—_—————— —E eee —— enti 


Township Range Section | Subdivision ! Acreage 
























18 W. 19 | All (lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E44W!s, Els | 623. 88 














Oe 8 Meee aaa 640. 00 
ee Se é Se 640. 00 

9D Vids See ie ? L Cs 640. 00 

| 31 | All (lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E4W, E')-_--- 625. 32 

| SE ES stain taitahvindinind cin aethicdian coal 640. 00 

| 35 |... do-_. aes , a: 640. 00 

i nttinancedkednwenwue 19 W. 19 | All (lots 1, 2, 3,4, E4Ws, Es 2 625. 04 
21 | All eee ccs ee ee 640. 00 

2. Ce oiinc hs ws Rardecteiniin ae ome iain 640. 00 

| ee | Re ea Pe 640. 00 

: fe Ts ee nde A 640. 00 

BD: hob vnaccdastt ba 640. 00 

31 | All (lots 1, 2, 3,4, E44W, E%)-_- sf 627. 08 

33 NEM, N4NWK, SEYNW...- a 280. 00 
Tie! re 


einen : | 





1 Mineral rights reserved by the applicant. 





Selected lands (all C€SRM. 


— $$ $$ 





, Maricopa County, Ariz.) 






Township Range Section Subdivision ! Acreage 













3N.. aa ae 1 Masse SO 0 ences ts are ial itn cogil 640. 00 
| 11 | Lots 6, 7, 8, 9, W14EM, W'4 a. 607. 37 

| 14 | Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, W44E'4, W's... 533. 84 

| DR Bt i lee et a at | 640. 00 

St Ececclltonasaeis E sticenbintadiete-dameatan | 640. 00 

| 23 | Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, W% Diba ehbhota | 458. 16 

26 » Ms. Setticcil ah dh dda whan 381. 20 

Se. 8 ices ei oasis aie aides salle snd 640. 00 














1 Mineral nights reserved by the Federal Government. 






On June 9, 1955, David B. Morgan filed a private exchange application embrac- 
ing certain described lands. The application was amended on September 26, 1955, 
and the lands which are now involved are described as above. Mr. Denver E. 
Evans of Phoenix, Ariz., is named as beneficiary in the application. 













BASE LANDS 











The base lands are located in Mohave County, Ariz., and are within the bound- 
aries of the Kingman Grazing District (Arizona No. 2). The lands were origi- 
nally railroad grant lands of the Santa Fe Railroad Co., and all minerals therein 
have been reserved by the original grantee. The lands are all included in the 
grazing allotment of the estate of Harry V. and Ann Spaulding, Yucea, Ariz. 
The lands are located in the vicinity of the Buck Mountains, south of U.S. 
Highway No. 66. Kingman, Ariz., is about 30 miles north of the lands and 
Yueea, Ariz., is located about 10 miles north. Accessibility is by U.S. Highway 


54676—60—pt. 1—_—_12 
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No. 66 and secondary desert roads, some of which are suitable only to jeep trayg 
Foot travel was also necessary in the examination. , 

The lands have rough broken to gently undulating topography with numerous 
lange washes bisecting the lands and limiting accessibility. Average annual raip. 
fall is less than 5 inches. Soils are sandy loams interspersed with gravel ang 
rock and erosion is moderate to severe sheet and gully. 

Vegetation is southern desert shrub type and consists of species of creosote 
mesquite, Mormon tea, Indian wheat grass, tobosa, and annual grasses and forms. 
Grazing is the highest use and carrying capacity is estimated to be 1 to 2 cyy, 
per section. For a detailed description of the base lands, refer to table I, 


APPRAISALS 


The county courthouse at Kingman contained no records of recent sales which 
are representative of the present market value of the lands. Past sales, which 
were recorded, listed values ranging from 25 cents to $10 per acre for similar-type 
lands. Most of the sales listed were those made by the Santa Fe Railroad to 
private individuals and according to officials of that company the appraisals 
were based on past taxes plus 10 percent. Qualified realty appraisers placed the 
value of the lands as varying from 50 cents to $2 per acre. Considering al) the 
factors, the lands are appraised as follows: 

Ti20.N., Bn. 18 W.: 
Sec. 19: 623.88 acres at $1.50 per acre $935. 82 
Sec. 21: 640.00 acres at $1.50 per acre 960. 00 
Sec. 27: 640.00 acres at $1.25 per acre 800. 00 
Sec. 29: 640.00 acres at $1.25 per acre 800. 00 
Sec. 31: 625.32 acres 781. 65 
Sec. 33: 640.00 acres 800. 00 
Sec. 35: 640.00 acres at $1. 960. 00 

T.16N., R.19 W.: 
Sec. 19: 625.04 acres, at $1.5 937. 56 
See. 21: 640.00 acres, at $1.5 960, 00 
Sec. 23: 640.00 acres, at $1.50 960. 00 
See. 25: 640.00 acres, at $1.50 960. 00 


Sec. 27: 640.00 acres, at $1.50 960. 00 
Sec. 29: 640.00 acres, at $1. 960. 00 
Sec, 31: 627.08 acres, at $1. 940, 62 
Sec. : 280.00 acres, at $1.50 420. 00 


13, 135. 65 
SELECTED LANDS 


The selected lands are located in eastern Maricopa County within the Me- 
Dowell Mountains (on east slope) outside any Grazing District and are embraced 
in a section 15, Taylor Grazing Act, lease to Walter Cluer, c/o Clark & Coker, 
200 Bank of Douglas Building, Phoenix, Ariz., for the period December 24, 
1952, to December 23, 1962 (10 years). The lands are accessible by the Pay- 
son Highway and secondary desert roads in poor to fair condition. 

The lands have rough broken to rolling topography cut by numerous washes 
and gullys which drain eastward into the Verde River. Erosion is moderate to 
severe sheet and gully and soils are sandy loam, but extremely rocky in texture. 

Vegetation is southern desert shrub type and consists of species of paloverde, 
creosote, bursage, saguaro, cholla, ocotillo, barrel cactus, mesquite, catclaw 
and annual grasses and forbs. 

The highest use of the lands appears to be grazing. Carrying capacity is 
estimated to be 5 to 6 CYL per section. For a detailed description of the selected 
lands see table IT. 

APPRAISAL 


Recent sales of lands in the vicinity of the selected lands listed in the county 
courthouse in Phoenix do not represent the value of these lands as they are 
chiefly for higher use than grazing. Opinions of values of qualified realty 
appraisers place the value of the lands at $2 to $5 per acre for similar-type 
grazing lands. The improvements are appraised at original cost to the Govern- 
ment minus 4 percent per year depreciation. 


tricts 
consu 
lands 

Dis 
local, 
the b 
the bs 
the Fi 

It | 
excha 


Ie 





LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Considering all the factors the lands are appraised as follows: 
T.3N., R. 6 E., Gila and Salt River meridian : 
Sec. 10: 640.00 acres, at $2.50 
Sec, 11: 607.37 acres, at $3.00 
See. 14: 533.84 acres, at $3.00 
Sec. 15: 640.00 acres, at $2.50 
Sec. 22: 640.00 acres, at $2.50 
Sec. 23: 458.16 acres, at $3.00 
Sec. 26: 381.20 acres, at $3.00 
Sec, 27: 640.00 acres, at $2.50 


The improvements are appraised as follows: 


Concrete storage tank 30 feet in diameter, 5 feet deep, concrete drink- 
ing trough, pump jack : 


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The base lands have a total appraisal value of $13,165.65. The selected lands, 
together with the Government subsidized improvements have a total appraised 
yalue of $13,093.59, making a difference of $72.06 in favor of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The base lands are located in an area in which the Bureau is acquiring lands 
to block the land pattern while the selected lands lie outside any grazing dis- 
trict and are isolated by patented or State controlled lands. The selected lands 
are the only vacant unappropriated lands within the township. The Fort 
McDowell Indian Reservation borders on the east while the Salt River Indian 
Reservation adjoins the lands on the south. The Tonto National Forest includes 
townships to the north. 

In discussing the subject case with the range manager, Arizona Grazing Dis- 
tricts Nos. 2 and 3, he stated that it would be to the interest of the public to 
consummate the exchange as administration of both the base and the selected 
lands would be greatly facilitated. 

Disposal of the selected lands will not affect grazing administration or any 
local, State, or Federal conservation or reclamation program. Acceptance of 
the base lands will not be detrimental to the existing land pattern. Values of 
the base and selected lands are approximately equal with a slight advantage to 
the Federal Government. 

It is therefore recommended the selected lands be classified as suitable for 
exchange, the application approved and the exchange consummated. 

KELLY R, JOHNSON, Appraiser. 

I concur : 

JOHN F. JOHNSTON, 
Range Manager, Kingman-Maricopa Grazing District, Arizona. 


CLASSIFICATION 


Proper for exchange to the applicant in accordance with the application so 
that the public interests will be benefited thereby. Not required for retention 
in Federal ownership or for other programs of disposal. 


FE. A. TRAGITT, 
Lands and Minerals O ficer. 
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Mr. Horrman. You said that was given to the Bureau of Land 
Management; where, please, here or in Washington ? 

Mr. Moss. It was taken from their files here. 

Mr. Bartierr. Do you want me to show what these other sales are? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, giving the date and the purchaser and the 
seller. 

Mr. Bartierr. We found five sales in township 3 north, range 6 
east: L. Ackerman sold to Ackerman & Rick, Inc., in February of 
1955, 149.46 acres at $50.18 an acre. 

W. B. Matlock et al., sold to C. O. Morris and his wife, 120 acres 
for $60 an acre in February of 1955. 

L. C. Duke sold to C. E. MeGirr and M. H. McGirr in November 
of 1954, 5 acres for $60 an acre. 

Mr. Monteomery. These are still in that same area? 

Mr. Bartterr. Yes, sir. 

G. L. Dowds sold to C. E. McGirr and M. H. McGirr in February 
of 1955, 5 acres for $60 an acre. : 

A. W. Austin and M. E. Austin sold to Matlock & Fant in March 
of 1954, 120 acres for $16.67 an acre. 

Mr. Moss. Would you locate that for us? 

Mr. Bartierr. The sale price was determined by considering the 
value of internal revenue stamps. 

Mr. Moss. That is the criteria in each of these instances? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. In one case the internal revenue stamps were 
not affixed and the individual was contacted and asked for the sale 
price. 

Mr. Monteomery. Mr. Bartlett, you didn’t make any special at- 
tempt to get evidence pertaining to the current or today’s value of 
this land, you were relating your search for evidence to the time when 
this transaction was made! 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, the schedule from which Mr. 
Bartlett has been reading may go into the record. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, it is in the record. 

(The schedule follows :) 
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Mr. Montcomery. Now, what evidence, if any, Mr. Bartlett, dig 
you obtain of values in the area of the base lands ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I have some information that was taken from the 
Bureau of Land Management files, and also some information that 
was acquired in Mohave County. 

Mr. Monteomery. Will you recite the information you obtained 
from the Bureau of Land Management file, locating it on the map? 

Mr. Barttert. In this area here, T. 16 N., R. 18 W., Morgan solq 
to F. M. Co., 2,557 acres for $2 an acre in January of 1954. 

In October of 1955, Albert Hetzel sold to N. M. Hughes 640 acres 
for from $2.50 to $3 an acre. 

In April of 1955, J. Buzzard sold to C. L. Gibbons 640 acres at the 
rate of $1 to $1.50 anacre. These are all in the same area here. 

In July of 1955, 15,922.54 acres were sold by the Santa Fe Railroad 
to Herridge for 75 cents an acre. 

In August of 1953, Bonelli sold to Standard Enterprises 640 acres 
at the rate of $3.50 to $4. an acre. They were all in this area here. 

That is what the Bureau of Land Management records show. 

Mr. Montcomery. You endeavored to obtain other evidence of 
values in that area ? 

Mr. Bartietr. We obtained considerable other sales in the area. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, this is rather a lengthy list of 
comparable sales data. Would you want the witness to recite them 
all or just merely give some indication of a few of them and present 
this into the record ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. As far as I am concerned, he can put the whole thing 
in without testifying, if you want to. 

Mr. Moss. I think, in view of the fact that each member of the com- 
mittee has a copy, the entire list can be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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Mr. Monteomery. Will you hand the copy you have to the 
reporter / 

Mr. Moss. This is an extensive study of values in that area, 

Mr. Monreomery. And Mr. Chairman, I might also point out at 
this time that in the case of the base lands we did get some evidences 
of current values in order that the committee might be fully informed 
as to the inflationary impact on those lands. 

Mr. Bartlett, what other evidence were you able to obtain relating 
to the values of the selected lands? 

Mr. Bartierr. I contacted real estate people in the area, and the 
State land department. 

Mr. Montrcomery. The State land department, you mean the State 
of Arizona? 

Mr. Bartietr. The Arizona State Land Department. 

Mr. Montcomery. What opinions did you obtain from the rea] 
estate people in the area? 

Mr. Barrierr. That the land was worth considerably more than 
the appraised price. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did any of them make a specific estimate of the 
value at that time ? 

Mr. Barruetr. Yes, one of them stated it was worth at least a hun- 
dred dollars an acre at the time the appraisal was made. 

Mr. Horrman. Of course that’s all hearsay. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, we will have witnesses who will 
testify as to opinions in this case at a later time. 

Now, in connection with the appraisals and sales made by the Ari- 
zon State Land Department, what do you have on that ? 

First of all may I ask you if you obtained from the Arizona State 
Land Department any evidences of appraisals that they have made 
on or near the selected lands in this case ? 

Mr. Bartierr. There weren’t any sales near the selected lands. I 
attempted to compare State appraisals and sales with U.S. Govern- 
ment appraisals and sales. 

Mr. Montcomery. Had the Arizona State Land Department ever 
undertaken an appraisal of these exact same lands? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Yes; they made an appraisal in July of 1956. A 
representative from the State land department did make an appraisal 
of the selected land. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you state to the committee what that ap- 
praisal was, what valuation did they set on it ? 

Mr. Bartierr. He appraised the land at from $25 to $45 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. That was right about the time the Bureau of 
Land Management appraised it for $2.50 to $3.50? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Montcomery. What other evidences of difference in appraised 

valuation did you find, that. is, as between the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement and the Arizona State Land Department ? 

“Mr. oa 2 err. I selected several examples where there was a State 


sale and a Bureau of Land Management sale in the same township 
and range to make the comparisons of the appraisals and the sale 
price. 


Mr. Monrcomery. That does not necessarily have any rel: ation geo- 
graphically to either the selected land or base lands in this case? 
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Mr. Bartierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Merely for the purpose of indicating differences 
inappraisals ¢ deal 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Monreomery. Will you recite some of those differences from 
theschedule you have ? 

Mr. Barrierr. The first one I have here was a State sale in T. 2 
y, R. 9 W. Do you want me to state the appraisal or the selling 
price ! . 

Mr. Montrcomery. State the appraisal. 

Mr. Bartuerr. There were four different sales in this area. The 
appraisal ranged from $147.50 to $150 an acre, and the sale was for 
thesame amount. The Bureau of Land Management appraised land 
in the same vicinity for $50 an acre and they got $50 an acre when 
they sold it. The State sold land in T. 1 S., R. 10 E., which was 
app raised at $30 an acre. There were two sales, one for $53.75 an acre 
andthe other for $65.71 an acre. 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me, is that the State ? 

Mr. Barrietr. The State. The Bureau of Land Management sold 
land in that area for $12.50 an acre which was appraised at $2 an acre. 

In T.5 S., R. 5 E., there were two sales close together. The State 
appraised land there for $40 an acre, which was sold for $161.60 an 
are. The Bureau of Land Management appraised land nearby for 
S6an acre, and sold it for $8 an acre. 

In T. 7 N., R. 5 W., the State had three sales. Some land was 
appraised at $50 an acre and sold for $50. They appraised some for 
99.17 an acre which sold for $54.37. They appraised some for $500 
an acre, Which sold for $1,025 an acre. The Bureau of Land Man- 
agement appraised land nearby at $20 an acre which sold for $103.39. 

In T. 1 N., R. 6 W., there were two sales adjoining. The State 
appraised the land for $75 an acre, and sold it for $87.53. The Bureau 
of Land Management appraised the public land at $50 and $30 an 
acre, and it sold for $42.21 an acre. 

Mr. Horrman. Instead of going through all that, I am willing to 
bt him take the percentage either up or down that the State sold 
for, and the same with the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you make any such analysis? 

Mr. Bartterr. No, I did not. 

Mr. Moss. No such analysis has been made. 

Mr. Horrman. It seems to have been an difference of opinion, quite 
adifference of opinion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. On a few instances. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you want the witness to continue ? 


Mr. Moss. Yes. 


Mr. Horrman. Both in the State and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. 

Mr. Barrterr. In T. 4 N., R. 3 E., the State had three sales. They 
ippraised the land there for $300 an acre, and they received $750, 
1,000, and $1,125 an acre, in these three sales. The Bureau of Land 
Management appraised land in the same area at $10 an acre and sold 
it for $88.25. The last one that I compared was in T. 10 S., R. 11 E. 
The State appraisal was for $200 an acre but there was no sale. The 
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Bureau of Land Management appraised three parcels of land in the 
the area for $50, $32.50, and $35 an acre. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bartlett has been testifyin 
from plat maps of this land that he has prepared. I think these plats 
would be appropriate for introduction into our record as an exhibit. _ 

Mr. Moss. In view of the fact that it has been read into the record 
well, do you want it to be in this form? Allright. Is there any ob. 
jection to including the plat ? 

Mr. Horrman. Only unless it is a duplication of what we have had, 
Mr. Moss. Well, it 1s not a duplication. I would say it is amplify- 
ing. 

Is there objection ? 

There being no objection, the plat may be made a part of the record. 

(The plats appear on pp. 189-195. ) 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to ask if I may right here, when was 
that first made available to the gentlemen, Mr. Bartlett, or the sub- 
committee staff ? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Information concerning these State appraisals 
was made available from Mr. Bartlett to the chairman of the com- 
mittee some 2 months ago. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Moss. Now, let me make it clear that in this instance when Mr. 
Montgomery says the chairman of the committee, he refers to the 
chairman of the Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Moss. And not to Mr. Moss, the chairman of the special sub- 
committee. I have just received it. 

Mr. Horrman. And I haven’t yet received it. 

Thank you, sir, I have it now, may the record show. 

Mr. Moss. You have now almost caught up with me. 

Mr. Horrman. And I am not inspired, but it comes to me the evil 
thought that hereafter I am going to ask Mr. Dawson to be supplied 
with this information when it comes in so that I may check it, Mr. 
Chairman, to which I am sure this committee has not the slightest ob- 
jection. 

Mr. Moss. Not the slightest. 

Mr. Horrman. For once we are together. 

Mr. Moss. Everything comes to him who waits. 

Mr. Montgomery, will you continue, please ? 

Mr. Monteomery. Yes. Mr. Bartlett, what other evidence of 

values have you accumulated ? 

Mr. Bartierr. I found one instance here where base lands—— 

Mr. Montcomery. This is the lands which were offered to the Gor- 
ernment in exchange for those in Maricopa County ? 

Mr. Barrier. Yes, the base lands were sold by Bonelli Cattle Co. 
to Mr. David B. Morgan for about a dollar an acre. i 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. David B. Morgan is the applicant in this 
case ? 

Mr. Bartietr. That is right. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. Is there any indication on the application that 
there were other parties who had interest in this case other than Mr. 
Morgan ? 
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Mr. Barruert. Yes. 

Mr. Monteomery. What indication ? 

Mr. Moss. May I see that? 

Mr. Barruerr. The records indicate that before the application was 
filed 

Mr. Montcomery. Was there any indication on the official records 
of the Bureau of Land Management that there was any interest in 
this application other than D. B. Morgan; did it appear from the 
application and the record on file that D. B. Morgan was instituting 
this transfer or exchange of lands in his own behalf or 

Mr. Barttiert. In his own behalf, as I recall. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Not on behalf of anyone else ? 

Mr. Bartietr. No, sir; not to my recollection. 

Mr. Monteomery. Now, proceed with other evidence that you have 
accumulated. 

Mr. Smiru. This is the land that was purchased by Mr. Morgan for 
a dollar an acre? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes. 

Mr. Smirn. What date was that? 

Mr. Bartterr. It is on the back of that document. I think it was 
in May or June of 1955. 

(Copy of warranty deed from Bonelli Cattle Co. to David B, Mor- 
gan follows :) 
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| Warranty Bosd 


NOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: 


That... RQUNLLE CATIA. CONPABY...» Gali fornia, corporations 


Oren ten tee neT ASO mRR RE eh RR ent penne ee ORS) Sheek ee tenn CORRE RAEN Aen nneenietnndemrme et 


nnn. iat pc erg a | ....for and in consideration of the 
sam of..2EB DOLLARS. ‘kuin ‘on ‘ed eine gonaideretion nents 
toA¥........im hand paid by..DAVID.B. MORGAN, «married mORs 


had. grams, sold. and conveyed, and by these presents do..©%........ grant, sell and-convay 
unto the said... Revid B.. Morgan. 
all that certain premises situated in...Mohave.......... 
described as foliows, viz: 

The Lots one, tuo, three and four, ce ani west half end 
the east half of Section nineteen, all | don twenty-one, al] Section 
twenty-seven, all Section tventy-nt tho. L ; 

four, the east half of the weet Galt abt She ti 

thirty-one, all Section th nee and hl” wm thirty-five in 


Tomship sixteen north of Renge eight ” a f the @ile and Sait 
River Meridien, Arizona; and 


snd ereeavensarensehtarwn dehy aaceneer eatwa 


The Lots one, two, three and four, the “east helt et the weet belt and 
the sast half of Section nineteen, all Section twenty-one, all Section” 
twenty-three, all Section twenty-five, ail Section twenty-seven, aii 

Section woe anes ons the Lots one, two, three and four, the east half 
of the gest half and the cast half of Section thirty-one, all section 
thirty ané ell Section thi: five in Township sixteen north of 
Range teen west of the Gile ‘Salt er a oa es 


TO HAVE AND TO HOLD, the above described 
the righls'and appurtenances thereto in any wise belonging into the said. lta Be 
Morgen bie becacsieeecis ei asec onion coven. eins and assigns forever. 
And.,4t.......hereby bind.&.. “‘Ataahfada. heirs, executors and administrators, 
to warrant and forever defend, all and singular, the premises unto the said... David B.. 


~ 


against every person whomsocever, tawfully cleiming or to claim the same or any part thereof. 


SUBIECT TO: (1) State and County taxes levied and assessed against 
the said land subsequent to Jarmary 1, 1956; (2) Existing easements 
and wae of way of every kind and nature; and (3) The conditions, 
tis sions and agtegg aes contained in the deed from the Senta Fe Pa 


SocagRON Scafetese’ SWCIR aS ESEL, fh fate “oets ee bake ake 


WITNESS WHEREOP, the said Bonelli Cattle Company has caused this 
fea to be signed by its President and attested by its Secretary,. 
and ite seal to be duly affixed Set ee eee 1955. 


a 
Signed, sealed and delivered in the oreeanen at  ROMRLL I. SAREDE. S28 COMPANY (smal) 
MYL. Loe hd ‘nally 

aha ceo 


ee MOO eR Tene enn neon 





198 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 





lat 


yoog 
mba 


oe 
FO Worn: 


‘peed 


OCT 


~qoyvod By 








ae 


qron pHOGZO puw puey LUI sHOUIL AA 


a ; 3 
po & “- & > : 
we a ss i 
3 a3 eee by SB 
EER ee ? : "Se Oi: i 
Lest * zp ac a i i i % It 
Eee “ss 3 SB me > |: i f Ivy 
oe » ee ; t ¢ iN e0r 
a ae t 2 . 3 z itt §2 
EG dae 22 bw & { ee i I 
§ SeR ; :  : Zz 3 $ i 3; Re nt 
EG e 5 : 9; ae > Tt i m 5 is or¢ 
Se i e i 


or 
ma 


capris bagbndhnabbcensintenseanen ss 4564s 1.o Ke pRabngenewanweny an wees 


Abe eeenieneren rent nny OMEe ee neenrerawenerns cans awser cereen 


sartertemeeen er nee awenerses ney 


ne} 


Spiinciacccmmncci 


“ay 
- 


. 








+ 
; 
< 

i 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 199 


Mr. Moss. It was recorded on December 28, 1955, and it was signed 
on June 2, 1959. 

Mr. Smitru. June 2, 1959? 

Mr. Moss. Oh; no; the 13th day of June 1955. 

Mr. Monrcomery. That would be just about the time this exchange 
was initiated ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. Before the application was filed, Mr. 
Morgan had an agreement to sell the selected lands at a price consider- 
ably in excess of the ¢ appr: aised price. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You say he had an agreement to sell the selected 
lands; how did you obtain evidence of that ? 

Mr. Bartierr. By interviewing individuals outside of the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

Mr. Montcomery. I have a letter here that purports to be the con- 
firmation of an understanding in connection with the sale of the lands 
involved in this case. Would you identify that as to the transaction 
rou are testifying about at this time? 

Mr. Horrman. Not because [ have any hope of excluding it from 
the record, but merely to show that I am aware that much of it is hear- 
say in the first and second degree, I just wanted that on the record. 

Mr. Moss. It will be noted on the record automatic ally. 

Mr. Barrierr. This is a letter to Mr. Morgan. Shall I gave the—— 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, from whom? 

Mr. Barrierr. From Evans Construction Co., dated June 28, 1955. 
Do you want me to read it ? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yes 

Mr. Bartierr. It states: 

In accordance with our understanding I hand you herewith check in the 
amount of $20,000 to apply on the purchase price of base lands to be used in 
connection with your efforts to have U.S. patent issued covering public domain 
described as follows 
and the selected land is marked in yellow. 

Mr. Horrman. Light yellow ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. This letter includes 41849 acres which were 
later excluded from this exchange. 

It states further— 

It is understood that the purchase price of said lands is $45,823.70, and that 
I will pay to you promptly the balance of said purchase price in the amount of 
25,823.70 when you have notified me that the Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior Department, has approved the application covering said lands and has 
ordered publication. 

In the event of your failure to secure land office approval of said application, 
or if for any other reason you are unable to have patent issued, all payments 
made on the said purchase price will be promptly returned to me. 

Ialso hand you herewith check in the amount of $750, representing $500 attor- 
neys fees and $250 estimated expenses in the handling of said case. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And the date of that letter again ? 

Mr. Barrierr. June 28, 1955. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And the date of this application was what, the 
application for the exchange was December 8, 1955? 

Mr. Barrierr. The date of the application was June 1955. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yes, the date of the application, June 1955, all 
right. 

Mr. Bartierr. June 9, 1955, which was a few days before this letter. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, the lands referred to in this letter are the 
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base lands in this case; it was actually an agreement to purchase from 
Morgan the base lands in Mohave County ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. For 40-some-odd-thousand dollars which wag 
roughly $10 an acre ? 

Mr. Barruerr. For the selected lands. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is the same lands Mr. Morgan purchased 
for a dollar an acre ? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. That is the land that was turned over to the Govern- 
ment for the selected lands ? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right, Mr. Morgan purchased a thousand 
acres more but he only deeded 9,000-plus acres to the Government. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. In other words, in consideration of the 40-some- 
odd-thousand dollars mentioned in this letter, Mr. Evans was to get 
title to the selected lands in this case ? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right. 

Mr. Montcomery. Which would have been how much per acre? 

Mr. Bartierr. $10 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have any evidence as to what happened 
to that land? First I will ask you this, when was this exchange trans- 
action consummated, when was the patent issued to Mr. Morgan? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Patent was issued in February of 1956. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you have any information as to what disposi- 
tion Mr. Morgan made of this land, if any ? 

Mr. Barrierr. During the same month, Mr. Morgan deeded this 
land to Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Monreomery. After the deed to Mr. Evans from Mr. Morgan, 
what happened then ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Evans sold the land, improvements, and cattle 
for $630,000. 

Mr. “Monreomnrr. How long after this deed from Morgan to 
Evans? 

Mr. Bartierr. Approximately a year. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, did Morgan get too little for it, then? 
Did he make a profit, I mean, in the sale? 

Mr. Bartietr. Morgan; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. How much did he make on it? You don’t know! 

Mr. Bartierr. I said a while ago Mr. Morgan got this land for ap- 
proximately a dollar an acre, and we stated what he received from 
Mr. Evans, which is approximately $10 an acre for the selected lands. 

Mr. Horrman. He sold too cheaply, didn’t he? He is just as gul- 
lible as the Government. 

Mr. Moss. Not quite. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, pretty near. 

Mr. Moss. He is 10 times better informed as to value. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, but look at the income tax he had to pay, un- 
less he cheated. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you make any search of the official records 
in the recorder’s office concerning this transaction ? 

Mr. Barttertr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What was indicated on the deed from Mr. Evans 
to Mr. ——— who was the purchaser there, Mr. Evans sold it to whom! 
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Mr. Bartierr. According to the deed in the county recorder’s of- 
fice, to the Indian Bend Country Club. 

Mr. Montcomery. To the Indian Bend Country Club; did you see 
that deed ? 

Mr. Bartuetr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montecomery. What was the value of the documentary stamps 
on the deed ? 

I will ask it this way: What indication of value did you receive 
from the document ? 

Mr. Barter. $413 in stamps, which, figuring at $1.10 a thousand, 
would be $375,000. 

Mr. Monteomery. $375,000 according to the documentary stamps? 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Where did you get the information concerning 
the $630,000 ? 

Mr. Barttert. I acquired it from Mr. Evans’ records. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Chairman, that’s all I have of this witness. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you want to ask him about the cattle? 

Mr. Montcomery. I will ask Mr. Evans about the cattle. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. Well, everyone, then, apparently sold for a higher 
price, and presumably made a profit; that’s what the search showed ? 

Mr, Barrierr. The records so show. 

Mr. Horrman. Everything around here is going up, I mean so far 
as value in real estate ? 

Mr. Bartietr. It appears to be. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know, of course, what improvements each 
one made before he sold it again ? 

Mr. Barttett. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. So there is no way of knowing actually, although 
there was a big increase in the price, you don’t know how much of a 
profit he made, you can’t tell ? 

Mr. Bartierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You have given us examples of appraisals by the 


State and by the Bureau of Land Management on lands that were 
somewhat near. 


Mr. Bartterr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And on an overall proposition, in view of the sales, 
the sales were for a much higher price, usually, although some were 
at the assessed price ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. It would appear, then, from your testimony, as I 
gather it, you tell me whether I am corr ect or not, that the appraisals 
were too low both by the State and by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Bartierr. I can’t say that. 

Mr. Horrman. Why not? 

Mr. Barrierr. IT can’t express my opinion. 

Mr. Horrman. What? 

Mr. Bartiett. I can’t express my opinion. 

Mr. Horrman. You have lived around here a long, long time, 
haven’t you; how many years, did you say ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I have been here about all my life. 

Mr. Horrman. That would be approximately how long? 
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Mr. Bartierr. Forty-eight years. 

Mr. Horrman. W ell, the State and the Bureau of Land Manage. 
ment—the State sold, didn’t it? 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And the Bureau of Land Management sold and 
exchanged ? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And the overall picture is that those who bought 
and those who exchanged and then sold received a much higher price 
than the appraisal pr ice 4 

Mr. Bartierr. Received a much higher price ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes; that is the way it would average out, wouldn't 
it 2 

Mr. Bartuerr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. So it would appear that the appraisers, both State 
and Federal, were rather conservative. 

Mr. Bartierr. From the records I checked. 

Mr. Horrman. Don’t express any opinion, just give us your mathe- 
matical conclusion. I don’t want you to—that’s true, isn’t it? It's 
obvious, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Barrierr. The appraisals- 

Mr. Horrman. Were much lower than the sales all the way through, 
on an average. 

Mr. Moss. Well, looking at the list, the State appears to bring its 
appraisals closer to the actual realized price in more instances by 
far than does the Federal Government. 

Mr. Horrman. Oh, yes, that’s one reason why [ am for State rights, 
but the State, if the error was made, didn’t err quite so much as the 
Federal Government, did it ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I don’t know about that, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me, I don’t mean to contradict it. 

Mr. Bartierr. The figures show. 

Mr. Horrman. Why are you so hesitant ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I don’t want to express an opinion, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Not on anything? 

Mr. Bartwierr. No. 

Mr. Horrman. You have been telling me about the fishing in 
Mexico. 

Mr Bartierr. That’s something else. 

Mr. Horrman. I can’t figure it out. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I will make that very clear, because this is a mat- 
ter that came up yesterday, and I don’t think I have to explain it to 
the gentleman. I know the gentleman is one of the best informed 
gentleme n of the House, and he knows full well why the gentleman 
here is not supposed to express an opinion. He is not here for the 
purpose of expressing an opinion. He is here for the sole purpose of 
an impartial gathering of facts without comment, commentary of any 
type. That is his only function. 

Mr. Horrman. Well 

Mr. Moss. The gentleman realizes that as well as I do. I just want 
the audience not to become confused. 

Mr. Horrman. I gathered that from his repeated statements, he 
just doesn’t express an opinion. He is a man of good judgment. 
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Mr. Moss. Very good judgment. 

Mr. HorrMan. Do you think they could have sold the land higher 
now in view of all the evidence you found ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Will you say that again, sir? Do you think I could 
have sold the land ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. No, do you think you would have appraised the 
land, from the information you have now, higher than the State or 
the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I can’t express an opinion. 

Mr. Horrman. You can’t express an opinion on that ? 

Mr. Barrierr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. All the information you have as to value either on 
the question of appraisal or sales comes from the record of sales? 

Mr. Barruerr. Right. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you ever consult, do you have what they call 
an assessor here who values land for tax purposes ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, they have. 

Mr. Horrman. What do you call him? 

Mr. Barrierr. County assessor. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you ever get any files as to what he assesses this 
particular land at? 

Mr. Bartierr. In this particular instance, no. 

Mr. Horrman. Wouldn't that be one source of information that 
might be helpful ? 

Mr. Bartierr. It probably would. 

Mr. Horrman. And did you ever examine any of this land so that 
you could te ‘ll us now what, if any, improvements were made from the 
time of the appraisal to the time of the sale / 

Mr. Bartietr. I have been on both lands, sir. 

‘Mr. Horrman. What do you mean ? 

Mr. Barrierr. The selected lands and the base lands. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, any one particular tract that you have there, 
pick it out, where there is a much higher price when they sold it than 
the assessed value and tell us what the improvements were. Do you 
get what I mean? Just pick your own ease, one particular tract that 
sold for let us say double what the assessment was, or several times. 

Mr. Moss. Now, let me make it clear, we are not going to get into 
the assessment practices of the county of Maricopa o1 - Mohave, or 
the practices of the State of Arizona. If there is any place where 
there are endless claims and absolute confusion rampant to the full- 
est degree, it is by land or tax levying bodies. We are not going to 
get into that. We have no jur isdiction. We are not interested. If 
you want to refer to appraisals of record here, that’s fine. 

Mr. Horrman. Read the last question I asked. 

[The record was read. | 

Mr. Horrman. Let me have the list, and you show me where it was 
assessed by the State at something else. 

Mr. Moss. You mean appraised. We are not dealing with assess- 
ment figures. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, let’s have one that was appraised, then. 

Mr. Moss. That is correct. There is much difference. 

Mr. Horrman. Glad to know that these appraisers don’t know any- 
thing out here, if that is true, which it isn’t, of course. 
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Pick out one where the sale was several times what the appraisal 
was. 

Mr. Bartuierr. State land or Federal land? 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t care, either one. 

Mr. Bartierr. I don’t know what improvements have been made 
on this land. 

Mr. Moss. Why don’t you just answer that you don’t know the 
nature of any of the improvements of the land cited on the materia] 
submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Barruerr. In these particular cases I don’t know what jim- 
provements have been made on these lands from the date of the ap- 
praisal to the time of sale. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s all I was asking, but I thought—— 

Mr. Bartiertr. I don’t have that information. 

Mr. Horrman. I thought from your answer you had been on some 
pieces and valued the improvements. 

Mr. Bartiert. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. There is no evidence in the first place of any improve- 
ments having been made, so we are talking about a purely hypotheti- 
cal matter. 

Mr. Horrman. If land was bought at 1 price and sold for 10 times 
that shortly thereafter, someone might assume someone improved it. 

Mr. Moss. So shortly thereafter it is inconceivable they could have 
rushed the improvements to conclusion before the period elapsed. 

Mr. Horrman. Or even dug a cellar. Do you have cellars out here? 
Well, skip it, it doesn’t make any difference. You have plenty of 
cellars in the other sense, the s-e-] kind. 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you any information as to what kind or to 
what extent there has been advertising of this land between the time 
it was appraised and the time it was sold ? 

Mr. Barrierr. The Bureau of Land Management has a standard 
procedure that they follow. They advertise after a certain date and 
it runs in the newspapers for a certain period, and the people read this 
advertising in the paper. 

Mr. Horrman. That is just where the Bureau of Land Management 
is selling ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. So any fellow who wants to make some money has 
a chance to come in if he has the money ? 

Mr. Barrierr. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. I was referring to an example where after some 
of these purchasers who bought from the individual who exchanged 
lands from the Government, have you any information as to the ad- 
vertising that they carried on? 

Mr. Bartuerr. In this particular case I don’t know of any ad- 
vertising. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know of any where there was any! 

Mr. Bartierr. No. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s make the record clear. You were not requested by 
the chairman to undertake the development of that information? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 
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Mr. Horrman. Well, you have seen the ads even up here about how 
the Florida fellows felt, haven't you? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know anything about what advertising 
those who have received land from the State or the Government used 
in order to sell their land ¢ 

Mr. Bartverr. I didn’t check into that. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know what they described it as or any- 
thing of that kind? . 

Mr. Bartiertr. No, sir. 

Mr. HorrMan. Or if propaganda or advertising had something 
to do with the sale? We are in a highly inflationary period at this 
time. 

Mr. Horrman. I think that’s all. 

Mr. Smiru. I want to recap and see for sure I have got this right in 
my mind. 

Up in Mohave the checkerboard in pink there is the land traded for 
the land outside of Phoenix here, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartietr. That is right. 

Mr. Smiru. This approximately 9,000 acres that was traded, Mor- 
gan purchased in the same year they traded it and gave a dollar an 
acre for it / 

Mr. Barrierr. Approximately a dollar an acre. 

Mr. Smirn. And the Bureau of Land Management appraised that 
at more than a dollar an acre, is that right, $1.25 to $1.50? 

Mr. Barrier. $1.25 to $1.50 an acre. 

Mr. Smirn. That brings that to more than Morgan paid for it, 
but as to the land in this county near Phoenix, that land was ap- 
praised at $2.50 to $3, an acre, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. 

Mr. Smiru. And at the same time that the appraisal was made, 
Morgan had a contract that if he could get the land he could sell it 
for $10, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartietrr. That is right. 

Mr. Smirn. And he did consummate that contract ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, he did. 

Mr. Smiru. And then your evidence that you have presented to the 
effect that $10 was not too much was evidenced by the fact that later 
itsold for over a thousand dollars an acre? 

Mr. Bartietr. Over $100 an acre. 

Mr. Smirxn. Over $100 an acre? 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right. 

Mr. Smrru. And so the recap, then, is that the appraisal on the 
lands that were to be offered was higher than what Morgan paid for 
them, and on the land that Morgan received they were considerably 
less ? 

Mr. Bartietr. That is right. 

Mr. Smirn. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. That sale in 1955 to Morgan was made by Bonelli? 

Mr. Bartietr. Bonelli Cattle Co. 

Mr. Moss. Cattle Co.? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. William G. Bonelli? 

Mr. Bartierr. He was president of the firm, sir. 
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Mr. Moss. Well, he is well known in California, I believe, as some- 
what of a shrewd businessman. 

Mr. Horrman. Too bad he didn’t confine his activities to (a]j- 
fornia. 

Mr. Moss. I think that’s all the questions I have. I think you have 
done a very thorough job of developing factual material on this, 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF E. V. GRAHAM, REAL ESTATE BROKER, 
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth. 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Granam. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ¢ 

Mr. GRAHAM. My name is E. V. Graham, I am engaged in the real 
estate business, I am a real estate broker located in Scottsdale, Ariz. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Mr. Graham, how long have you been in the real 
estate business in that area / 

Mr. Grawam. About 12 years. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, for me information of the subcommittee 
will you identify the Scottsdale area with relation to the selected lands 
we are discussing in this case ? 

Mr. Granam. From the map? 

Mr. Montcomery. From the map there; yes, sir. 

Mr. Granam. Well, from where I have been sitting I haven't been 
able to see some of this map procedure, but— 

Mr. Monrcomery. The nen yellow block there on the extreme 
left—or right of the colored ar 

Mr. Granam. Well, the Scottsdale area I think, without any ques- 
tion, would go over to some of the areas that Mr. Bartlett was giving 
prices in here, and north along the McDowell Mountains beyond what 
we call Paradise Valley. We include that in the Scottsdale are 

Mr. Montcomery. That is the area of your real estate activitiest 

Mr. Grauam. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Montcomery. And during the time you have been in the real 
estate business in that area you have naturally kept yourself very well 
informed as to real estate values? 

Mr. Granam. I try to, yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Would you give the committee the benefit of your 
opinion as to the value you place upon the land, the selected land in 
this case, that is colored light yellow on the map? 

Now, I will ask you this, what would be your opinion based upon 
your experience of the value of that land at the time this transaction 
was consummated, which was in late 1955 and early 1956? 

Mr. Granam. Well, I would say that—I will answer your question 
in this way,if I may: If I could have had that land for sale at $25 to 
$35 in 160-acre tracts, I would have had a real ready market for it, 
maybe it might have gone for more money than that. 

Mr. Monrcomery. ¥ rom your memory are you able to tell the com- 
mittee of any real estate transactions you made in that area about 
that time? 
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Mr. Grawam. Well, without referring to my records and being 

recise, we have sold quite a bit of land out in that area ever since I 

ave been in business, I think say, well, in 1954, I sold some land down 
in this area for better than $110 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Would there be any particular reason in your 
opinion why that land would be less valuable than the land colored in 
vellow. the selected land in this case ? 

’ Mr. Granam. I don’t understand your question. 

Mr. Monteomery. The land that you sold. 

Mr. Grawam. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. The location you have indicated on the map. 

Mr. GraHam. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Is there any reason why it would be more valu- 
able than the land in the yellow section ? 

Mr. GranHam. Yes, there is a reason. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you state that to the committee ? 

Mr. Granam. Yes. In 1954 this land was in an area, a trading area, 
and we were reaching out in our sales—as a matter of fact, there was 
very little private land available in the area. As you will note by this 
map, if you don’t care, I can explain something here that might put 
alight on my feeling. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Go ahead, any information you have will be 
appreciated, 

Mr. Granam. OK. You see, this is the Indian reservation, and 
this precludes the sale of any land in this area. We all know the di- 
rection that Phoenix has been going, at least as far as the performance 
of the Paradise Valley area, in a northeasterly way, and we ran out 
of road at that point here at the end of Shay Boulevard, and that 
was approximately 3 miles from the property we are talking about. 

However, this land, we have had as you can see by the map very little 
private land available. Now, as far as the land you are talking about, 
the selected land, is concerned, this land obviously wasn’t available 
for sale at this time like lots of other land in here because it was 
Federal land. There has been very little private land in this entire 
area, and we keep reaching out for it all the time. That I think 
answers your questions. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, from the standpoint of topography, Mr. 
Graham, I understand it is pretty rough country up there. Would 
that affect development in any way ? 

Mr. Granam. Well, some of the land I didn’t sell, but which was 
reported sold by Mr. Bartlett which I am familiar with, right in this 
particular area, is quite mountainous. Some of this land that was sold 
you could call it definitely mountainous land, 

Mr. Montreomery. Similar generally to that involved in the selected 
lands in this case ? 

Mr. Granam. Yes, to some of the rugged part of it. Now, to the 
east In the selected lands there is some very usable land for the type 
of homebuilding that we are developing all through this area along 
these mountains. 

Mr. Monteomery. Then in your opinion that part of the land would 
have been more valuable at the time ? 

Mr. Granam. No, sir, not necessarily more valuable at that time. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Well, now, more valuable than the appraisal that 
Was put on it, would you say that ! 

Mr. Granam. Well, I—— 

Mr. ere RY. $2.50 to $3.50 an acre? 

Mr, Granam. Well, I know that in my opinion, yes, it would have 
been considerably more valuable than that price. That is based on the 
sale of lands that are almost contiguous here. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Then all that would have been nec essary at that 
time to materially increase the value of the selected lands would have 
been to extend Shay Boulevard ? 

Mr. GraHam. Yes, no question about it. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Shay Boulevard has subsequently been extended, 
is that right. 

Mr. GrauAm. No, it has not. 

Mr. Montcomery. So Shay Boulevard ends about 3 miles 

Mr. Granam. It still ends in the same place, that’s right, no exten- 
sion. 

Mr. Monteomery. That’s all the questions I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. No. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Suirn. No. 

Mr. Moss. We will excuse you now, Mr. Graham, from any further 
need to remain here. We are through with your testimony. 

Mr. Granam. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now recess until 2 o’clock, and at 
that time we will resume with Mr. Denver Evans. 


(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., a recess was taken until 2 p.m. of the 
same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will be in order and resume its hear- 
ings. 


We will hear Mr. Denver Evans. 


TESTIMONY OF DENVER E. EVANS, REFRIGERATION EQUIPMENT 
DEALER, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God 4 

Mr. Evans. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Evans. Denver E. Evans. 

Mr. Moss. Would you give your address and occupation ¢ 

Mr. Evans. 5533 East “McDonald Drive. I am in the refrigeration 
equipment business. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Montgomery ? 

Mr. Evans. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement here that 
might clarify some of the background of this if you care to hear it. 

Mr. Moss. All right, sir. Do you have additional copies of it, by 
any chance ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. I have crossed out some of the things. 

Mr. Moss. All right. 
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Mr. Evans. Some that didn’t reveal anything. 
Mr. Moss. I imagine this is your working papers. 

Mr. Evans. This is a statement of Mr. D. E. Evans in behalf of 
Robert T. Evans before the Subcommittee on Government Informa- 
tion of the House Government Operations Committee. 

Mr. Moss. We will correct the subcommittee name. 

Mr. Evans. All right. 

Mr. Moss. I am chairman of the Government Information Subcom- 
mittee, but that is another subcommittee of the House, not the one that 
we are currently in. 

Mr. Evans (reading) : 


You have made inquiry concerning a land exchange which the U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management handled 5 years ago, back in 1955, and in which my father 
was the principal involved. 

My father, who is in his 70’s, had a few light strokes, and a severe one re- 
cently which incapacitated him. I appear in his behalf. 

The application for the exchange was filed with the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management on July 1, 1955. Patent was issued by the Government on Febru- 
ary 16, 1956. 

The land secured in this exchange was 4,540 acres located in sections 10, part 
of 11, part of 14, 15, 22, part of 23, part of 26, and 27 in T.3 N., R.6 E. This 
land lies east across the McDowellMountains, about 25 to 30 miles from Phoenix. 

Since the U.S. Bureau of Land Management’s appraisal of the land in 1955 is 
involved, it is necessary to recontruct as nearly as possible the conditions that 
existed 5 years ago. Of course, it is impossible to reconstruct the conditions 
as they actually were in 1955 without a trace of influence as to what has hap- 
pened since. In order to do that completely, we would have to blank out of our 
minds everything that has happened in the last 5 years years. Much as we may 
try to do that, we probably can’t. However, we have to do the best we can. 

To reach the land if you were starting from downtown Phoenix, you would 
go as follows: 

North on Central to McDowell; east on McDowell several miles to Scottsdale 
Road, then beyond that 4 miles to the Beeline-Payson turnoff. 

It is interesting to note that today at the corner of McDowell and Scottsdale 
Roads, where there now stands a large, or super shopping center, there was in 
1955 only a little old dairy. Also, then there were open fields where now there 
are hundreds of homes. 

Today there are houses built east beyond Scottsdale Road for 2 miles. There 
the McDowell Indian Reservation starts. Beyond that there are some Indian 
dwellings and the Indian center. But as you turn off of the McDowell Road 
onto the Beeline-Payson, you travel some 14 miles of open desert and mountain 
country, with scarcely an Indian dwelling as you cross the reservation before 
you come to this property. That is the situation as it still exists even today. 

The Beeline Highway to Payson was completed in 1958. It had been talked 
about since 1931. One of the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors. in an 
effort to accelerate work on the road, went to Washington in 1955. He was 
advised by the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads that scheduled completion was 
then 10 years away, or in 1965. 

The Maricopa County Board of Supervisors took the bull by the horns, and 
according to news reports at the time, it was largely due to their efforts and 
their financing that the road was expedited. Anyone familiar with local 
history will recall that most people were surprised when work on the road 
progressed rapidly. 

The people who bought the land from us had never seen the land until Decem- 
ber 1955 or January 1956, when the new road was completed to the point where 
the land became accessible. All you have to do to understand what happened 
when the Beeline was opened up is to look at the land boom in Payson that 
followed the opening of the road. 

That road made the difference in values to hundreds of landowners in all 
of the country under the Mogollon Rim and it made the difference to us, too. 

The people in Payson knew the road was coming. But they had had so many 
false alarms on it, they just didn’t believe it would happen so soon. Or, if 
they did, they were not prepared for the surprise they got. 
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If you were able to go to Payson for a hearing, you would get the firsthand 
story of what I am talking about. Many in Payson were knocked off their 
chairs by offers that were made to them. My father too was knocked off his 
chair when more than one potential buyer came along and offered him $100 
an acre for the land. 

Since your committee counsel has interrogated me prior to this hearing ag to 
what investment we made and as to what we received in a sale of the land, 
it is necessary that I review that situation and with some background. 

My father and our family came to Arizona in 1923. My father built and oper- 
ated Jokake and Paradise Inns. In his sixties he decided to retire and he solq 
these inns. He shortly found he did not like retirement. So 5 years ago, when 
he was approaching 70, he decided that he wanted to build another resort inn. 

Since Scottsdale, where Jokake and Paradise Inns are located, has grown 
greatly and become built up, he decided to go out far enough into the country 
where he could build a resort with ample room, especially unfenced space for 
guests for riding. 

My father and I had hunted over the East McDowell Mountains. We made 
several exploratory trips. We had some water geologists check on water, 
After a lot of going back and forth, we bought the existing cattle ranch, equip- 
ment, pumps, tanks, 40 miles of fence, some 28,000 acres of leased land, State 
and Federal. 

We needed deeded land if we were going to make a substantial investment in 
a guest resort, so we retained a land attorney to secure land through an ex- 
change, if that were possible. He handled all of the details of the exchange and 
we received patent to the lands as previously set forth. 

Since you have asked us to reveal our investment and the return to us, we 
must do so, though naturally we share everyone's reluctance in personal matters 
of that kind. 

The investment in the working cattle ranch as above set forth and in the base 
lands which our land attorney had in Mohave County, was $105,000, not ineclud- 
ing any cattle. At that point, my father seriously wondered if he had made a 
mistake. He even talked to some friends to see if he might get some of them to 
join him and thus spread his risk. 

Bear in mind, too, that my father’s commitments would go far beyond his 
initial $105,000 before he could do what he planned to do. In other words, he 
was also committing himself in a substantial amount if he were to build the 
resort he had planned. Bear in mind that he was almost 70, but he wasn’t con- 
tent to sit still. He was going to make a further contribution to the economy, 
to Arizona, and to the visitors to Arizona in the form of a fine resort. If I may 
say so modestly, he had attained a high reputation for building a fine type resort 
such as Jokake and Paradise Inns are. 

Also bear in mind that my father was making this commitment against a back- 
ground of having had his ups and downs, too. In the depression 1930’s when 
there were few guests at Jokake and Paradise, he had a struggle keeping his 
head above water. 

My father has also seen land busts in Arizona, as well as land booms. It 
hasn’t all been on the up side. Right now, we need a crystal ball to tell us what 
is going to happen next year. 

If my father’s foresight had been as good as hindsight, he would have bought 
Paradise Valley land, and not too many years ago, when he could have purchased 
it at $83 per acre. Today, that same land is selling for a thousand or several 
thousand an acre, 

My father has lost money as well as made money on land. If he had lost a 
half million instead of making a gain of a half million, he probably wouldn't 
even have been questioned. 

When my father found what he might be able to get for the whole working 
cattle ranch, the State and Federal leases, and the deeded land, he decided that 
at his age he ought to take it. As it turned out, his health would not have per- 
mitted him to go ahead, anyway. 

Now in any exchange you have to look at both sides. I am not as familiar 
with Mohave land, but I do know of an actual case which will indicate how 
volatile the situation there has been. Some hardheaded businessmen sold 33,000 
acres from $6 to $7 an acre, or a total of $214,000. Within several months this 
same land resold for $44 an acre, or $1,452,000. The sellers naturally, are kick- 
ing themselves. By the same token, the land the Government received in ex- 
change went up in value, too. Also, the Government received land which suited 


ll an ee 


—— — ££. Loe Le 


La 


in 
he v 
M 
M 
M 
chec 
M 
M 
abou 
whic 
the | 
M 
1958 
M 
on t! 
M 
M 
£006 
M 
M 
tion, 
was 
tain 
who 
M 
M 
the t 
to pe 








fi) 


de 


lp- 
ite 


his 
he 
the 
“on- 
my, 
nay 
sort 


ack- 
‘hen 
- his 


ee 
vhat 


ught 
ased 
reral 


yst a 
ldn't 


king 
that 
, per- 


niliar 

how 
3,000 
3 this 
kick- 
n @x- 


ited 





LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 211 





its policy of consolidation of checkerboard tracts and also of ridding themselves 
of administration costs for isolated tracts. 

That last paragraph I will strike, because I don’t think it is relevant. 

Thank you for your courtesy. 

Mr. Moss. Will you supply at this point the names of the hard- 
headed businessmen and the date of the transaction 4 

Mr. Evans. I think the transaction, the purchase took place about 
2 years ago, and they resold I believe at $6 or $7 an acre about 18 
months ago. This 1 is a guess, and I believe they informed me that 4 
months later the land was resold at the higher figure. 

Mr. Moss. And the names of the men involved ? 

Mr. Evans. I only know one principal, he had a group with him, 
Mr. Fred Eldean. 

Mr. Moss. Where does he live? 

Mr. Evans. He lives in Scottsdale, on Scottsdale Road. 

Mr. Moss. And where in Mohave County was that transaction ? 

Mr. Evans. It was generally south of Kingman. 

Mr. Moss. Down in this end here? 

Mr. Evans. Right inthe Sacramento Valley, so called. 

Mr. Moss. We will recess for 1 minute. 

Mr. Witness, do you object to your picture being taken / 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. All right. 

(Short recess taken. ) 

Mr. Moss. All right, we will resume. 

Mr. Evans. I might add one thing, if I!may. This example I cited 
in Mohave County is hearsay, but it does come from Mr. Eldean, and 
he was on the losing end. 

Mr. Moss. You haven’t checked ? 

Mr. Evans. No: not with the record. 

Mr. Moss. We will have a member of the staff of the committee 
check it in order that our records will correctly reflect the facts. 

Mr. Montgomery ¢ 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Evans, the staff has been interrogating you 
about this deal. We hadn’t realized that you do have information 
which would bear upon the values of both lands. I gather you think 
the Government made a pretty good deal in this case ¢ 

Mr. Evans. I pointed that out as an example of the fact that since 
1955 lands have increased in value all over the State. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you think the Government made a good deal 
on this exchange ? 

Mr. Evans. I would say that we made a fortunate deal. 

Mr. Montcomery. By you making a fortunate deal, it was still a 
good deal for the Government ? 

Mr. Evans. I think they probably could have done better. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, let’s get some of the details of the transac- 
tion, first involving the exchange. I believe you said the application 

was made by Mr. Evans, your father, as the principal and that he re- 
tained Mr. Morgan to represent him or the John Page Land Co. with 
whom Mr. Morgan i is affiliated / 

Mr. Evans. That is correct. 


Mr. Monrcomery. And in the course of that transaction, or before 


the transaction started, or before the application was made, you agreed 
topay Mr. Morgan $45,405.70 ? 
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Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is the correct figure ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Monteomery. What was that compensation for ? 

Mr. Evans. He was to endeavor to secure patents on some 4,54) 
acres of the land here in question. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is the land colored in the light yellow on 
the map ? 

Mr. Evans. That’s right; yes. 

Mr. MonTcomMery. And did he consummate that transaction ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, he did. 

Mr. Montcomery. And was the $45,405 paid to him ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And that would, according to your caleula- 
tions, be about how much per acre ? 

Mr. Evans. It would be $10 per acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. And that arrangement was consummated before 
the application for this exchange was ever made? 

Mr. Evans. As I recall the thing, my father and I both looked at 
this cattle ranch 

Mr. Moss. Now, let’s get this very clear, what cattle ranch ? 

Mr. Evans. The whole 28,000 acres was then a cattle ranch with 
no deeded land on it in any portion of it. 

Mr. Montrcomery. A cattle ranch involving leased grazing land? 

Mr. Evans. That is correct, State leases and Federal leases. 

Mr. Moss. Is that adjoining the selected lands or is that the base 
lands? Is it in Maricopa County or Mohave County ? 

Mr. Evans. Maricopa County. 

Mr. Moss. Then we are talking of the selected lands? 

Mr. Evans. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. The 4,500 acres? 

Mr. Evans. The 4,500 acres is a part of the cattle ranch that we 
originally purchased. 

Mr. Montcomery. It was a cattle ranch at that time under a gra 
ing lease from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Evans. That’s right. 

Mr. Monteomery. Well now, the arrangement with Mr. Morgan 
was before you applied for this? You retained him to get the land 
for you; obviously it was before? 

Mr. Evans. That’s right. As I remember we asked him if he 
thought there was any possibilities of obtaining patents in this area, 
and he said there might be a good possibility. “Accordingly, we pur- 
chased the cattle ranch, made all our arrangements with Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you know how many acres were involved 
there at the time that you were going to apply for 

Mr. Evans. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. Mon comery. In the selected lands? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, that would amount to about $10 
an acre. dividing the acreage into the $45,000 you paid Mr. Morgan! 

Mr. Evans. That’s right. 

Mr. Monteomery. You obviously thought it was worth $10 an acre, 
then ? 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 
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Mr. Monteomery. The Government appraiser appraised it for $2.50 
to $3 an acre? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you think the Government made a good deal ? 

Mr. Evans. No, probably not. 

Mr. Montcomery. Even on the basis of the transaction that had 
been consummated before you ever applied for the exchange, so it 
had to be worth $10 an acre at that time, at least you thought. so? 

Mr. Evans. We thought so, yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, you never, in any sense, considered this a 
fee for Mr. Morgan’s services, did you? 

Mr. Evans. No: we were charged fees for his services also. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you recall how much fee he charged you for 
it? 

Mr. Evans. As I recall, it was around $2,500 plus various expenses. 

Mr. Montrcomery. So in actual fact, then, this, considering all of 
your expenses, this land cost you about $15 an acre? 

Mr. Evans. I guess you would say that if you want to ignore the 
cattle ranch portion of it. 

Mr. Moss. Well, let’s make this clear. I don’t think it is de veloping 
that way. You were operating a 28,000-acre cattle ranch in Maricopa 
County; this was leased land. Included in the boundaries of that 
ranch were the 4,500 acres which became the selected lands in this 
instance ¢ 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 

Mr. Moss. When did you start to operate the cattle ranch? 

Mr. Evans. We never operated the cattle ranch as a cattle ranch. 

Mr. Moss. When did you take over as the owner of the leases or 
whatever privileges went with the 28,000 acres ? 

Mr. Evans. We purchased it from a Mr. Clure, and the agreement 
of that purchase is June 17, 1955. 

Mr. Moss. You purchased this, then, after you had made your agree- 
ment with Mr. Morgan / 

Mr. Evans. Yes: we went to see Mr. Morgan first to see if there was 
apossibility of obtaining patented lands. Obviously it would not be 
suitable for the use we intended to use it for if we could not obtain 
privately owned land. 

Mr. Moss. Do you still retain control of the 23,000 acres? 

Mr. Evans. Well, that was a part of the total vais price. They 
purchased everything. 

Mr. Moss. They purchased everything, the rights on the additional 
acreage / 

Mr. Evans. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. What were they worth, what did you pay for them? 

Mr. Evans. W e paid $60,000. 

Mr. Moss. You paid $60,000 for the rights on the 28,000 acres? 

Mr. Evans. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And how many head of cattle did you have on that 
ranch ¢ 

Mr. Evans. We had none. 

Mr. Moss. No cattle were included in the purchase? 

Mr. Evans. No; no. 

Mr. Moss. What improvements were on the land ? 
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Mr. Evans. Oh, there were various improvements in the way of 
fences. , 

Mr. Moss. What were they appraised at ? 

Mr. Evans. They were appraised I believe at something like around 
$13,800. 

Mr. Moss. $13,800, so you had approximately $46,200 that you paid 
for the leases on the 28,000 acres ? 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 

Mr. Moss. Were any part of the improvements on the 4,500 acres 
which vou acquired title to ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, there is an old ranchhouse on the 4,500 acres, 

Mr. Moss. Was a value assigned to the ranchhouse ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. There was no value assigned to it? 

Mr. Evans. The improvements were all just lumped. 

Mr. Moss. And for the purposes of this committee, we shall consider 
the 4,500 acres as being devoid in any way of valuable improvements? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think you could do that. There is only one 
ranchhouse on the property. 

Mr. Moss. Was that appraised at $13,000 ? 

Mr. Evans. No. As I said, they appraised fences, stock tanks, 
wells, the ranchhouse. 

Mr. Moss. That’s why I asked if any part of these improvements 
were on the 4,500 acres. 

Mr. Evans. If I was to hazard a guess, I would say in value prob- 
ably 50 percent were on the 4,500 acres. 

Mr. Moss. Fifty percent of the total improvements / 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 

Mr. Moss. The house ? 

Mr. Evans. The house. 

Mr. Moss. Was on the 4,500 acres? 

Mr. Evans. And one well. 

Mr. Moss. And one well ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. So we will agree, then, there is a $6,900 value assigned to 
the improvements on the 4,500 acres ? 

Mr. Evans. I think that is about as close as we can come. 

Mr. Moss. Then in selling that acreage we would deduct the $6,900 
for improvements. After acquiring it did you place any other im- 
provements on it ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. Did you place any stock on it ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. Did you sell any stock with it when you sold it ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. So the gain, then, is $525,000 ? 

Mr. Evans. No; there was an error made when I talked to your 
representatives on the purchase price. 

Mr. Moss. What was the purchase price ? 

Mr. Evans. $670,000. 

Mr. Moss. $670,000. That increases the amount of the gain, then, 
by approximately $45,000 ? 

Mr. Evans. About $40,000. 

Mr. Moss. Brings it up to about 560,000 or 70,000 again ? 
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Mr. Evans. Yes. The reason the error was made was that the actual 
amount of cash that changed hands was $630,000 and the mortgage 
was assumed by the purchasers, $40,000. 

Mr. Moss. ‘They assumed the mortgage, the mortgage you had exe- 
euted with the previous—— 

Mr. Evans. The previous owner. 

Mr. Moss. Or leaseholder ? 

Mr. Evans. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. So that the cash put up by you folks was the amount 
of the payment to Morgan ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. That was $45,000, and you paid a total of $60,000 for 
your lease, so you paid $20,000 additional in cash, $20,000 in cash and 
the rest was mortgaged ¢ 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. So your actual cash outlay at that point, the point where 
you made the sale, was $65,000 ? 

" Mr. Evans. That’s correct. 

Mr. Moss. Now, you took title to this 4,500 acres in 1956, February, 
was it / 

Mr. Monrcomery. February 28, 1956, I believe. 

Mr. Moss. February 28, 1956. 

Mr. Evans. Yes, I guess that’s right. 

Mr. Moss. When did you transfer title? 

Mr. Evans. To the purchasers ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Evans. It was in early 1957, January 1957. 

Mr. Moss. Eleven months later? 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Montgomery, you may continue. 

Mr. Montcomery. Who did you sell this land to? 

Mr. Evans. The Indian Bend Country Club I believe appears as 
the purchaser. 

Mr. Montcomery. Who was the individual involved ? 

Mr. Evans. All of our dealings were with Mr. Eldean. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Eldean is with the John Page Land Co. ? 

Mr. Evans. He is now; yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. He was not with the land company at the time? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Moss. Is he the same Mr. Eldean—— 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Eldean; yes. 

Mr. Moss. Who related the story of the 33,000 acres in Mohave 
County ? 

Mr. Evans. The same man; yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, Mr. Evans, at the time you made the sale 
to Mr. Eldean, what were the conditions as far as access to the lands 
with relation to what you told the committee in your opening state- 
ment? Were they substantially the same? 

Mr. Evans. The same as when we purchased it, you mean ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes. 

Mr. Evans. No, the Beeline Highway had been extended from 
McDowell Road and paved past the corner of the ranch. 

Mr. Montcomery. But I believe you said that Mr. Eldean was not 
cognizant of that, he hadn’t even seen it ? 
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Mr. Evans. Yes, he was. 

Mr. Montcomery. He was cognizant of it? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Then under your revised figures of $570,000 net 
price received for that land—— 

Mr. Evans. $670,000. 

Mr. Montcomery. $670,000 was the gross? 

Mr. Evans. That’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Deducting from that the prorate part of the im- 
provements related to this land, I believe you testified that the net 
figure was about $570,000 ? 

“Mr . Evans. I believe it would figure out $565,000. 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, $565,000, then. 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. Improvement and cost of land, both. 

Mr. Montcomery. So you received for that land substantially over 
a hundred dollars an acre? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. Of course, we sold the leased portion, too. J 
don’t know how you would split the value, but— 

Mr. Montcomery. But even considering that had a very liberal 
value, it would still be over a hundred dollars an acre 5 thal you re- 
ceived for the land ? 

Mr. Evans. I would think so. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you still think the United States made a 
good deal ? 

Mr. Evans. I never said that they did. 

Mr. Mon TcoMery. dremel all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Well, you aren’t the guardian of the United States 
in the investment of its money or the sale of its property, are you? 

Mr. Evans. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you know any reason you shouldn’t buy U.S. 
property as cheaply as you can ? 

Mr. Evans. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Horrman. Or sell it for as great a profit as you can? 

Mr. Evans. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horrman. Except possibly envy on my part or the part of 
some others who would like to have been in on it ? 

Mr. Evans. It might make some people sore; yes. 

Mr. Horrman. In the whole deal all the way through, I am not 
asking this about you, I will ask that later, did you ever see any evi- 
dence or anything that would indicate or justify, rather, the inference 
that some ‘body had been unduly influenced ? 

Mr. Evans. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Horrman. Anybody connected with the Government, the Land 
Bureau or the Bureau of Land Man: agement, or whatever it is, who 
had been bought off ? 

Mr. Evans. No, absolutely not. 

Mr. Horrman. Taken to dinner? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Horrman. Furnished any free trips, anything at all? 

Mr. Evans. I never even saw anybody connected with the Bureau 


of Land Management, and I don’t believe my father ever did, either. 
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Mr. HorrMan. So far as I can see, as it comes in here, you just were 
lucky enough to make a profit / 

Mr. Evans. Yes, we were. 

Mr. Horrman. And you are regretful that the profit wasn’t larger, 
I gather, too ? 

Mr. Evans. I would much rather have received $200 an acre. 

Mr. Horrman. If you had known then what you know now, you 
could pretty nearly have doubled up on the profit, couldn’t you? 

Mr. Evans. | ossib ly even more than that. 

Mr. Horrman. You aren’t interested in attracting people to Ari- 
gona, are you, so that they can live hatin and prosperous? You 
haven’t any interest in this matter at all, have you? 

Mr. Evans. Which matter is this? 

Mr. Horrman. This investigation or this transaction, rather, not 
the investigation, but the transaction to which you have testified 

Mr. Evans. Personal interest ? 

Mr. HorrmMan. That’s what I mean. 

Mr. Evans. Yes, when we gave up our idea of building a guest 
ranch, my father gave me a half interest in this property. 

Mr. Horrman. That way, yes, but what I mean was that you 
haven’t at the present time any particular interest, personal interest, 
to serve, have you, by test ify ing ? ¢ 

Mr. Evans. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Horrman. You told the committee investigators when they 
came to you so far as you could everything they wanted to know ? 

Mr. Evans. Correct. 

Mr. Horrman. I don't have anything else. 

Mr. Moss. Of course, I want to make it clear that the committee is 
not charging that you have behaved in any way in an improper man- 
ner. In fact, I think it might be well again to reiterate that which we 
have reiterated ona number of oce asions, the committee is not charging 
that anybody in the Bureau has behaved improperly or have been 
motivated by any improper impulses. The committee here is here to 
try objective ly, and it is most difficult on occasion, to try objectively 
to examine the adequacy of the appraisal procedure of the Bureau of 
Land Management. We are interested in facts. It is most difficult 
sometimes to convince those auditing hearings that we are not in- 
terested in politics. Whether or not the affairs of this Government 
are well managed, whether or not windfalls ensue as a result of bad 
judgment or faulty appraisals are matters of concern entirely divorced 
from partisan consideration. 

Thave had to duck efforts to involve us in politics and to infer that 
we are by inference charging improper conduct. Neither in my open- 
ing statement, my initial statements to the press, nor anything since 
have I inferenti: ally made such a charge. There is a great difference 
between venal conduct and bad judgment, or between a deliberate 
effort to connive to do the Government out of something and a lack 
of competence to do the best. 

All we are trying to do is determine whether or not in the disposal 
of this very valuable public domain sufficient attention is bei ‘Ing given 
to real value. Beyond that, whether the policies presently pursued 
are such as to frustrate the efforts of individuals with a bona fide in- 
terest in securing land which would beneficially or constructively con- 
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tribute to the upbuilding of a community. That is the objective of 
this subcommittee. It has no other. I don’t have to indulge in charge 
by inference. I am rather plain spoken and I can make my charges 
specifically and pointedly when I want to make them, and ‘when the 
occasion arises I feel a charge should be made, it will be made in that 
fashion and in no other. 

Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Horrman. Just a minute, that was one reason why I tried to 
get Mr. Bartlett—I think he’s the GAO man, is he not ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Apparently all I know is what I saw on the stand, 
he is apparently a very able, conscientious individual, and I tried to, 
because of his years of experience and knowledge, get his opinion as 
to whether the procedure was all right, and if not what we should 
do to correct it, but of course he declined as was his right, but I wil] 
read from the letter of November 9, 1959, Mr. Dawson, the chairman 
of the full committee here, “that in a number of instances appraisals by 
the Bureau may be highly questionable?” That’s a quotation. 

Now, whether that word “questionable” applies to improper prac- 
tices or inefficiency, I don’t know. That’s the only thing I thought 
we were trying to learn, and of course if we found something we 
thought wasn’t right, come up with a bill. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman, I am as concerned with whether there is 
efficiency as I am with any other type of defect, and I think most of 
the things that cost us money in Government are not because anyone 
plans to be inefficient, but just because sometimes we have patterns 
of inefficiency develop despite our efforts to prevent them. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s right, and on many occasions suggested rem- 
edies have saved a great deal of money, but of course in legislation we 
can’t write perfection in it every time. 

Mr. Smiru. What has been your line of work for the last 10 or 
15 years ¢ 

Mr. Evans. The contracting business. 

Mr. Smirn. Contracting, building of houses or what ? 

Mr. Evans. Building construction. 

Mr. Smiru. At the time that Morgan purchased this land in Mohave 
County, he was in fact acting to consummate a trade knowing that 
you would be the purchaser of the 4,500 acres, is that right ? 

Mr. Evans. I suppose so. I don’t know whether he had the land 
or whether he went out and purchased it or how he obtained it. He 
never told us. 

Mr. Surru. At that time you told him that if he could make a 
trade with the Bureau of Land Management that you would take this 
4,500 acres, though ? 

Mr. Evans. Correct. psy 

Mr. Smrru. My question, which bothers me a little bit, is why 1s it 
you have to go through Morgan in order to get land from the Bureau 
of Land Management? You have been in business around here; 
why couldn’t you do it yourself ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, the John H. Page Land Co. has been in busi- 
ness for a long time. They are experts in handling land matters. I 
understand this business of exchange is a very complicated, lengthy 
procedure that requires professional knowledge. That’s why we em- 
ployed them. 
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Mr. Smirn. Has it become the idea around here that only certain 
people can deal with the Bureau of Land Management and make these 
exchanges, or why was there reluctance to go out on your own and 
make the exchange ? 

Mr. Evans. We wouldn’t have attempted then, and we wouldn’t 
attempt today to make a Bureau of Land Management exchange, as 
we know nothing about it, we know nothing of the procedure, we 
would hire a good land attorney, and there are a number of them 
here in town. 

Mr. Smiru. It is that complicated, is that the idea? 

Mr. Evans. That is my understandmg. I have never, as I say, I 
don’t know what steps you have to go through, even, 

Mr. Smrru. Have you purchased other deeded land before this? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Smirn. And in those instances you purchased it from someone 
that got it through an exchange, did you, or how? 

Mr. Evans. No, I have never, to my knowledge, ever bought any 
property that was obtained through exchange. I have bought pieces 
of private property occasionally and resold them. 

Mr. Surrn. You mean to tell me now that you are willing to let 
Morgan buy something for $10,000 and sell it to you for 45 instead of 
you going out and making the exchange yourself just because you don’t 
inow anything about how to deal with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, is that right? 

Mr. Evans. We simply asked Mr. Morgan what he thought he could 
secure the exchange for, what would it cost us. He stated that it 
would cost us that much money. I didn’t know until today what he 
paid for the exchanged land in question. 

Mr. Smrrn. Of course, as far as the exchange is concerned, the 
principal matter here isn’t so much what you got out of the land ex- 
cept to show that it was worth considerably more than $2.50 or $3 at 
the time it was appraised at that, and certainly you would substantiate 
the fact that it was worth a lot more than $2.50 or $3 at the time of 
the appraisal ? 

Mr. Evans. Certainly. 

Mr. Smirxn. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Evans, I think that concludes the committee’s inter- 
est in your appearance, and we want to thank you very much for 
being here. 

Mr. Horrman. Just one more. 

You left off the last paragraph of your statement, did you not, when 
you were reading ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you any objection to reading that? 

Mr. Moss. He expressed the opinion that it made no contribution 
and asked that he be permitted to close ahead of the last paragraph. 

Mr, Horrman. I thought I would like to have it in. 

Mr. Moss. If you would like to have it in the record, without objec- 
tion it may—— 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to have him read it. 

Mr. Moss. I don’t think that’s necessary. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I don’t care, you’re the boss, but then I 

Mr. Moss. You have read it. 
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Mr. Horrman. I have read it, but I don’t know if it is a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Moss. It will be a part of the record if you make the request 
that it be a part of the record. 

Mr. Horrman. I make the request that he be permitted to read it op 
that he do read it whether he wants to or not. 

Mr. Moss. We will make Mr. Hoffman happy. 

Mr. Horrman. Not completely happy, only for the moment. 

Mr. Evans. The last paragraph states: 














The Mohave County land boom seems to stem from the sudden realization of 
many among Los Angeles’ several million population that the Colorado River 
area with its dams and lakes is a wonderful country for fishing, water skiing. 
camping and for homes in the dry desert and mountain area nearby. It is only 
250 to 350 miles to Los Angeles. Everybody there can’t go to the ocean and its 
beaches, nor are they usable all year, so the Colorado River area is booming, 


Mr. Moss. Again, Mr. Evans, thank you for your appearance, 

Mr. HorrmMan. That’s important, I think. 

Mr. Moss. The next witness will be Mr. Donald LeMaster, super- 
visor of the Arizona State Water Commission. 

































TESTIMONY OF DONALD LeMASTER, SUPERVISOR, ARIZONA STATE 
WATER COMMISSION 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. LeMaster. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. LeMaster. Donald LeMaster. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Montgomery ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. LeMaster, in your official capacity with the 
State land department, do you make appraisals for the State of lands 
in this area? 

Mr. LeMaster. I have. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you make an appraisal of the selected lands 
involved in this case which are the lands marked on the map before 
you in light yellow ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. I made some appraisals in that area but I would 
have to see them to know exactly where they are. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You would need the legal description, is that 
right? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes. 

Mr. Bartietr. Township 3 north, range 6 west. 

Mr. Montcomery. Township 3 north, 6 west, sections 10, 11, 14, 15, 
99, 23, 26, and 27. 

Mr. LeMaster. Whatever it is there, I don’t know, I would have to 
look at something. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Bartlett, do we have the schedule of the ap- 
praisals that show the appraisal of this land ? 

Mr. LeMaster, I will hand you a letter addressed to Mr. George R. 
Bartlett, who has been doing some work for the committee, and 
signed by you, and ask you to identify it, and then answer the question 
that. was asked. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 
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OFFICE OF STATE LAND DEPARTMENT, 


STATE OF ARIZONA, 
Phoenix, Ariz., October 9, 1959. 
Mr. GEORGE R. BARTLETT, 


Investigator, U.S. General Accounting Office 

pear Mr. Bartvcerr: In July of 1956 1 made appraisals of all the Federal land 
outside the Indian Reservation in township 3 north, range 6 east. The reports 
were all dated July 6. This work was not all done however on July 6, but was 
done over a period of several days preceeding that date. 

These appraisals were made at the request of the land commissioner to serve 
as a guide for him in selecting lands to satisfy the grants to the State by various 
acts of Congress. 

Because of my work as an appraiser I had talked with various real estate men 
in Scottsdale and in Phoenix; had talked to owners of land in the vicinity; I 
knew of the sales in the vicinity, also knew what the asking prices for land were 
in the vicinity. The appraisals were made from the viewpoint of what their 
yalues would be in comparison wtih that of other Federal land in other portions 
of the State that might be available for selection; the idea being that the State 
would select the land of greatest value. 

This township is desert, rocky, rough, rolling to mountainous, and well known 
not to be agricultural land. It was considered to have a value for grazing pur- 
poses and a long range value for homesite purposes. Mummy Mountain had 
heen developed at this time, and other homesites had been sold in the mountains 
tothe west of Mummy and Camelback Mountains. It was recognized that rough 
isolated land had a potential value of considerable proportions for estate type 
homes for those who had above average sums of money. 

Sections 6, 7, and 8 were appraised as having a potential classification of 
grazing only because of their extremely rough topography and inaccessibility. 
The $10 per acre appraisals cannot be justified on the basis of their grazing 
return. The fact is that lands were not selling on the basis of return on invest- 
ment, and this factor was not taken into consideration in setting these values. 
Sections 4, 5, 9, and 17 were considered as potential homesite sections from a 
very long range point of view. Values were set at $15 an acre for sections 5. 
and at $20 an acre for the other three sections. Consideration was always given 
to the accessibility and the degree of roughness of the terrain. 

Sections 10, 15, 21, and 28 were appraised at $25 an acre. These were the 
roughest and least accessible of the potentially long range homesite sections, as 
against the very long range homesite sections. 

Sections 11, 14, 22, and 27 appraised at $30 an acre had a more favorable 
terrain for construction and roadbuilding, and were classed as long range home- 
site land. 

Sections 20 and 23, also considered to be potential long range homesite sec- 
tions, were appraised at $35 an acre; section 20 because of greater accessibility 
and section 23 because of the favorable terrain. 

Section 26, being very near the Payson Highway and less rolling than the other 
sections, Was appraised at $45 an acre as potential long range homesite acreage. 

DoNALD LEMASTER. 

Mr. LeMasvrer. Now, is this whole—does this embrace this whole 
colored area ? 

Mr. Monrcomery. No, it is the one in the light yellow. 
would you point that out to him? 

Mr. LeMastrer. OK.I know where it is. 

Mr. Montcomery. Those are the lands that are involved. 


Mr. LeMaster. OK, just a minute. I appraised some of those 
lands, yes. 


Mr. Montcomery. Well. will you tell the committee what was the 
result of your appraisals. You say some of those lands. Did you ap- 
praise all of them ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. T have to check those section numbers exactly. 
Mr. Bartierr. The sections you appaised are on that letter there. 
Mr. LeMaster. Yes, but which others are these? See, this is 12—— 
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Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. LeMaster, we have a map here that identi- 
fies the sections more completely, and you can put it before you. 

Mr. LeMasrer. Well, I have got it figured out here now. Let's 
see here—— a 

Mr. Monrcomery. That is a small map that depicts the lands as 
they appear. 

Mr. LeMasrer. I appraised all but one of them. 

Mr. Monrcomery. I beg your pardon ¢ 

Mr. LeMasrer. I appraised all but one of them. 

Mr. Monrcomery. All but one—— 

Mr. LeMasrer. It looks like 25 and 26, and I didn’t appraise 25 

Mr. Monvrcomery. Now, will you inform the committee as to the 
values you placed upon that land? First, when did you make the 
appraisal ? 

Mr. LeMaster. This report is dated July 6, 1956. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What values did you place on those lands? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Well, in section 10 I appraised $25 an acre; section 
11, $30 an acre; section 14, $30 an acre; section 15, $25 an acre: sec- 
tion 26, $45 an acre. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Forty-five ? 

Mr. LeMasrter. Yes, sir. That’s it. 

Mr. Montcomery. You have no record there that you made an 
appraisal of sections 20 and 23 in that tract? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Oh, yes, if they are in there. Section 20, $35 an 
acre; section 23, $35 an acre. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. I believe there were some lands involved in see- 
tions 4, 5,9, and 17. 

Mr. LeMaster. I thought you were talking about that yellow, they 
are not in the yellow, section 4, $25 an acre; section 5, $25 an aere. 

Mr. Montcomery. You say they are not within the lands in the 
yellow ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. No. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, if the witness could 
see the map that Mr. Hoffman is looking at now it might refresh his 
memory and also inform the committee. If the lands are not within 
the selected lands. 

Mr. LeMasrer. You are talking about the pink business? 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yes. 

Mr. LeMaster. No, sections 4 and 5 are not in it. 

Mr. Montcomery. They are in close proximity ? 

Mr. LeMaster. Yes, the “y are in the township. 

Mr. Monvcomery. Where in relation to the selected lands are sec- 
tions 4 and 5? 

Mr. LeMasrter. Section 4 corners on the northwest, section 5 lies 
to the west of that, of section 4. 

Mr. Montcomery. And section 17? 

Mr. LeMaster. Section 9 is west of section 10 which is in that area; 
and section 17 is 2 miles, or there is an intervening section between 
section 17 and the selected area. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And you did make an appraisal of that? 

Mr. LeMaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, will you repeat the valuation you placed 
on those sections which are ‘not within the selected lands? 
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tion 7, $10; section 8, $10; section 9, $20; sections 10 and 11 are in the 
area ; sections 14 and 15 are in the area; section 17, $20; section 20, 


¥ 


Mr. Lemaster. Section 4, $20; section 5, $15; section 16, $10; sec- 


5+ section 21, $25; section 22, $30; section 

Mr. Monrcomery. You have that in the record already, Mr. Le- 
Master ; no need to repeat. 

Now, Mr. LeMaster, will you inform the committee something 
about that, the general terrain of that land in that area, and give them 
the basis on which you arrived at these appraisals. You may refer 
to this letter of October 9, 1959 which you have before you. 

Mr. LeMasrer. This land lies either in or at the foot of or the 
slopes of the McDowell Mountains. Of course, there is some of it 
rather precipitous. There are spots that are more or less level, but 
it is rough, broken, rocky desert terrain. In making the appraisal I 
looked at the land as best I could from the roads, the trail roads, the 
desert roads that could be traveled, did very little walking out of my 
way very far to reach any of it. Some of it I saw from a distance. 
[had topographic maps, as I recall, of the area which I studied as I 
was in the field. I talked to all the neighboring residents and land- 
owners that I could find, discussed values, what land was selling for, 
what they were asking for it, potential uses. I made comparisons, 
what comparisons I could, with what the market was at the time that 
I was making the appraisal. 

Mr. Monreomery. And in developing that market you talked to 
real estate dealers ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, you attempted to arrive at a 
figure at that time for which that land would sell if placed on the 
market ¢ 

Mr. LeMasrer. Sell in what manner? 

Mr. MonrcomMrery. Well—— 

Mr. Moss. What did you attempt to arrive at ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. These appraisals were made for the guidance of 
the Commissioner in selecting lands that were due the State. I tried 
to give him what I thought they were worth, but not with an idea 
of what they would sell for on a State sale or Federal sale, although 
I don’t know anything about Federal sales, but I did not have im 
mind what I thought they would sell for at a State sale, if that is 
what you mean. 

Mr. Moss. Well, now, you have tried to arrive at a value which 
you thought would be fair to the State of Arizona should it be the 
decision of the Commissioner to select these lands or land due the 
State or the Federal Government ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Then on that basis did you envision that these lands 
would be-leased by the State, sold by the State, or were you primarily 
concerned with fixing an honest, conservative value on the property 
which would fully protect your client, the State of Arizona? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Of course, all the State lands are leased and all of 
them are subject to sale, and these were not appraised on their income 
value or for lease purposes. We couldn’t get 3 cents an acre for them 
out there. What we could lease them at was not the basis of my 
appraisal, what I thought was a fair value. 
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Mr. Moss. What he figured was the then fair value of the land for 
the State to acquire. 

Mr. Monreomery. Mr. LeMaster, we have had testimony before 
the subcommittee indicating that generally appraisals by Arizong 
State appraisers are higher to some degree than those made by the 
Federal Government. Have you noticed that in your work, whether 
that is true? 

Mr. LeMasrer. I have not been familiar with very many Bureay 
of Land Management appraisals. The very few I have noticed and 
know the land, they have been below State appraisals, yes, but I 
think it would be comparable to State appraisal in the area 

Mr. Monrcomery. We have here a schedule which purports to show 
certain State sales, the amount of the appre aisal and the amount of 
the sale. Did you prepare this information, Mr. Bartlett 

Mr. Barrierr. No. 

Mr. LeMasrer. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Monteomery. Well, would you in any way be able to identify 
the accuracy of that? i 

Mr. Moss. I suppose that has been testified to by Mr. Bartlett 
which places it in the record. I don’t think we should pursue that 
with this witness. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. I believe that’s all the questions I have, Mr, 
Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. It seems interesting, you are an employee of 
the State? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And the State is attempting to acquire Federal 
lands? 

Mr. LeMasrer. They have acquired Federal lands. 

Mr. Horrman. And of course, as a State employee, you want to get 
the land as cheaply as you can? 

Mr. LeMasrer. No, sir; that has nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Horrman. Doesn’t have anything to do with it? 

Mr. LeMasrter. No. 

Mr. Horrman. Then the appraisal price doesn’t make any differ- 
ence / 

Mr. LeMaster. No; I didn’t say that, but the price of the land, 
we don’t buy it, the Government owes it to us. They owe us, and we 
haven’t collec ‘ted on all they gave us some 45 or 50 years ago. They 
eranted certain lands, and we never did go out and get them. 

Mr. Horrman. Why do you want to, if the *y are yours, why do you 
want them appraised ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. No, you 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t understand it at all. 

Mr. LeMaster. I see you don’t. 

Mr. Horrman. Indians I know got land, the Pottawatamie up in 
our country and the Ottawas, but they had no appraisal. 

Mr. LeMaster. The Government granted the State certain acre- 
ages, made certain grants at statehood and reserved, they said we 
could use certain sections of these townships, but they reserved some 
of those, and we had to go in and select other lands. 

Mr. Horrman. Sort of trade back and forth? 
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Mr. LeMasrer. No, it’s not a trade, it is something we never did 
correct. ‘They granted us four sections in townships, but in some 
townships they said you can’t have these, you go somewhere else to 
get it, and I was going somewhere else to get it. 

Mr. HorrMan. Did it make : any differenc ‘e whether the Government 
appraisal was higher or lower than yours? . 

Mr. LeMasrer. The Federal Government, no, sir; I have nothing 
to do with that. 

Mr. Horrman. What do you care then how much your land 
worth ¢ 

Mr. LeMaster. ‘The Commissioner couldn’t look at all this land 
himself, and he asked me if I would give him some comparative fig- 
ures so he could tell which one he thought he should select. 

Mr. Horrman. So he traded by your figures instead of looking at 
the land? 

Mr. LeMasrer. In some cases, yes. 

Mr. Horrman. He doesn’t go out, he depends on your appraisal ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. In some cases, that’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. In what cases doesn’t he ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. I don’t know; he looks at a lot of land, but I don’t 
know whether he looked at this land or not. 

Mr. Horrman. Are you familiar with these various transactions 
here where the State, where they had base lands and where they had 
selected lands ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. On the State? 

Mr. Horrman. I say where the Federal Government traded se- 
lected—— 

Mr. LeMasrer. No; I’m not familiar with any of the Federal trades. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know about any of those ? 

Mr. LeMaster. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know if the Government made a good 
deal or not, the Federal Government ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. That is correct; I don’t know. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, did the State make good deals all the time ? 

Mr. LeMaster. I don’t know what they ‘selected, even. I looked at 
the land and made my ommendation, and I don’t know anything 
about it from there on; I don’t know what happens. They don’t let 
mein on the tail end of it down there. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. I’m not sure I got the date right of when you made 
these appraisals. 

Mr. LeMasrer. July of 1956. 

Mr. Smtru. And at t th: at time the land within the yellow you judged 
tobe worth between $25 and $45 per acre? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes, sir; about that ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. LeMaster, how long have you been actively engaged 
in the appraising of lands? 

Mr. LeMasrer. About 5 years. 

Mr. Moss. Five years; what was your background as an appraiser? 

Mr. LeMaster. I studied appraising in the university where I got 
my degree, and that’s it. 

Mr. Moss. The only objective of the State of Arizona in having you 
undertake appraisals of the type made in this instance is in an effort 
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to arrive at values so the State in making its selections can be reason- 
ably Aha so that it will get the best lands available ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. So your effort at appraisal is to arrive at a fair value? 

Mr. LeMasrter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Not overly affected by the impact of speculative forces? 

Mr. LeMaster. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. A conservative, fair appraisal ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. As I get it and understand it, my impression from 
the testimony here is that, when the Federal folks appraise lands, they 
had it as a rule lower than your appraisal. Now, if that is true, then 
the State should follow their appraisal in making a deal instead of 
yours, shouldn’t they, because the State wants the best deal it can get / 

Mr. Moss. Well, I think that the witness has very clearly stated that 
he is not competent to pass judgment upon the : adequ: icy of Federal 
appraisals, that he has no intimate knowledge of them, and he has not 
undertaken any study or evaluation of them, and having very clearly 
made that statement I don’t think it does any good to pursue it further, 

Mr. Horrman. Just a moment—— 

Mr. Moss. Just a moment, I’m not yielding to you. I have the 
floor. If you want to keep pushing it, we will cut it off. 

Mr. Horrman. That is to say I can’t ask him any more questions? 

Mr. Moss. Not until I am ready to yield to you. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, let me know when you are. 

Mr. Moss. Let me know when you are—— 

Mr. Horrman. Well, now, with all due humility I respectfully 
ask 

Mr. Moss. If you want to pursue this futile and fruitless line of 
questioning, certainly I will indulge you to feel free to do so. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you very much. What I was trying to say, 
as I listened to the testimony, perhaps it was yesterday—were you 
here yesterday ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, I had the impression the State appraisal of 
land in the same general vicinity, location, was higher than the ap- 
praisal fixed by the Bureau of Land Man: igement. Now, if that 
assumption is correct, then it would be advisable for the State to 
follow the Federal appraisal which was lower than yours, wouldn’t it! 

Mr. LeMaster. These selections, Mr. Hoffman, were not made on 
a dollar basis, they are made on an acre basis, and I don’t know if 
the Commissioner even had access to the appraisals of the Federal 
appraisers. I don’t think he did. Maybe he could have, but I’m sure 
he never considered them. These appraisals were relative. I mea 
he didn’t care whether a piece of land was worth $100 or $200, it was 
a matter of relative values, because we were not selecting our lands 
on dollar value. We were entitled to some acres of land, not dollars, 
and he selected on the basis of what he thought would be the best for 
the State of Arizona, but not in the sum of total dollars. I don't 
know if he followed my recommendations. I said this section was 
worth 45, and this 10. He might not have agreed with me. I don't 
know what he selected. 

Mr. Smiru. Have you made appraisals of land in other places in 
the county, several other places? 
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Mr. LeMasrer. Yes, sir, several other places in the State. 
remember now the county, but I undoubtedly have. 

Mr. Surry. Well, what I am getting at is this, do you have an 
opinion as to whether or not all land Within 35 or 40 miles to the 
northwest or notheast of the heart of Phoenix would have some value 
other than agriculture / 

Mr. LeMasrer. Yes. 

Mr. Smiryu. Any land within that area would have a higher 
than agricultural as far as valuation is concerned ? 

Mr. LeMaster. It woul . 

Mr. Smiru. Do you have an opinion as to the base amount of in- 
creased valuation, lowest amount ¢ ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. No, I haven’t, Mr. Smith, because the terrain varies 
somuch. You say agric ulture : some of it isn’t good for agriculture 
at all, most of it isn’t from the standpoint of terrain as well as un- 
availability of water. 

Mr. Smiru. For example, would almost any section of land within 
that area have a value of at least $5 or $10 an acre, or something like 
that / 

Mr. LeMasrer. As of today ? 

Mr. Smitru. Yes. 

Mr. LeMasrer. Far above that. 

Mr. Smiru. Any land within 35 or 40 miles northwest or northeast ? 

Mr. LeMasrer. Of course if you are going to pin me right down 
to the top of some unscalable peak or something like that——— 

Mr. Smiru. Let’s say any property of 25,000 acres or more. 

Mr. LeMasrer. Accessible land, yes, 

Mr. Smiri. I guess that’s all. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. LeMaster, I want to express the appreciation of 
the subcommittee for your appearance here. You are excused at this 
time. 

Mr. LeMasrer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Louis Dunean. 

I have the statement you transmitted to me. I think that will be 


sufficient for the record, and it will not be nec essary that you hold 
yourself available for the subcommittee. 


(The document referred to follows :) 
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APPRAISING OF STATE LAND IN ARIZONA, 1959 


To understand the appraisal of State land, it is necessary to understand 
that the State Land Commissioner is required to make all appraisals; that all 
appraisals must be made for the best interests of the State at the true value: 
that any appraisal for less than $25 per acre could not be considered for 
the best interest of the State. 

The State Land Commissioner has four or more men travelling throughout 
the State at all times studying all there is to be learned about State land. 
They are required to gather all available information about any parcel of State 
land to be sold. Before appraisal is completed, the following items are re 
ported on by the field men or others: 

All sales in the area. 

The water conditions. 

The soil types. 

The slope of the land. 

The permanent improvements on the land. 


The location of the land with relation to road intersections as compared to 
the other lands in the area. 
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The nearness to mineral or potential oil or gas. 

The demand for land in the area. (The purpose of this is to see if the land 
is ready for sale or if the land should be held for a higher market. ) 

They check the accessibility of the land. 

The land is checked to see if it is more valuable to lease or sell. 

The land classification. 

The nearness to populated areas. 

After all this information is furnished, the State land commissioner and the 
State land department board of appeals (composed of three men who are wel] 
informed on land appraisals and real estate sales—both State and private — 
throughout the State) then a final appraisal is made by the State lang 
commissioner. 

You will note that productivity is not a major factor in the appraisal of State 
land for the following reasons: 

1. State land, in general, remains classified for grazing or agricultural use 
until the town or city grows up next to the parcel of State land to be appraised, 
Thus, we find that for grazing purposes the land may only be worth $25 per acre 
as a maximum while for homesite or commercial use it may be worth up to 
$5,000 per acre. The same condition prevails with agricultural land. Few 
farmers in this State can pay more than $300 per acre for land and still farm it 
profitably, while the same land may be worth several times that for other pur- 
poses. For this reason, the highest and best use of the land is always considered. 

2. There is also one other important factor that enters into the appraisal of 
State land: Historically, the Federal Government has been willing to give Fed- 
eral land away for homesteading, and other types of entry, if an individual would 
put out the effort to develop the land. This practice on the part of the Federal] 
Government has led the people to expect to pay less for Federal land. The 
Federal Government, on the other hand, granted certain lands to the State for 
benefit of schools and institutions of the State. The State land commissioner is 
required to get the highest return possible from all State land. 

3. There is also this to consider; that all Federal land has been picked over 
since the first settlers landed here so that, in general, only land of grazing value 
remains as public domain land even though it may set in the proximity of State 
and private land. 

4. The State land department has also been fortunate in hiring an exceedingly 
good auctioneer who has many times made $50 to $100 per acre difference in the 
sale price as is evidenced by the list of sales for 1959. Also, the State land 
department has studied advertising and sales promotion to gain some advantage 
from our procedure in this area. For instance, we have a list of names and 
addresses of some 1,500 people interested in purchasing State land that we send 
notices of sale to in addition to 10 weeks’ publications. The 7 percent down- 
payment is very attractive for people who are planning the development of land 
from its raw state. Much more, even, than if the land was already producing 
good revenue. The appraisal of State land is not affected by the 38 year term 
with a downpayment of 7 percent as any of the land can be paid for in cash at 
the time of sale. 

5. You will also note from the list of land sold during 1959 that the appraisals 
of State land are not too high for in many cases the bid price has been double 
the appraised value. We feel that this, in general, is a reflection of the specula- 
tive market in this area at this time. We have only had three parcels in 5 years 
on which we have not had a bidder. 

6. Sales for the years 1955 through 1959 have been appraised on approximately 
the same basis. A general increase in speculation has made the sale price of land 
much more unpredictable each year. 

STATE LAND DEPARTMENT, 
Louis C. Duncan, Manager. 
Dated this 9th day of October 1959. 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Kelly R. Johnson, field examiner, Bureau of Land 
Management in Phoenix. 
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TESTIMONY OF KELLY R. JOHNSON, LAND EXAMINER, BUREAU 
OF LAND MANAGEMENT, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Jounson. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. JOHNSON. My name is Kelly R. Johnson. I am the land ex- 
aminer with the Bureau of Land Man: igement in Phoenix. 

Mr. Montceomery. Mr. Johnson, in your capacity as land examiner 
for the Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix, you make land 
appre aisals ¢ 

Mr, Jornnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MonTGoMERrY. 7 call your attention to Arizona case No. 09203 
involving a private exchange of lands in Mohave County, identified 
on the map by the pink blocks, for lands in Maricopa County, identi- 
fied on the map by the light yellow block. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you recall that exchange / 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you conduct the appraisal on it? 

Mr. Jonunson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. That appraisal was brought about by an appli- 
cation made by David B. Morgan? 

Mr. JoHnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. On June 9, 1955, is that the date, according to 
your records ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I believe I have July 1, 1955. 

Mr. Montcomery. July 1, 1955? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. And you made this examination both of the se- 
lected lands and the base lands in this case ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. When did you conduct your appraisal ? 

Mr. Jounson. I conducted the appraisal of the base lands in 
August 1955, and the appr aisal or the investigation of the selected 
lands in November 1955. Did you want specific dates on that, sir? 

Mr. Montcomery. I think that will be sufficient, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jonnson. All right, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now with respect to the base lands, what value 
did you place on those lands / 

Mr. Jonnson. $13,165.65. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How much an acre is that, do you have that 
figure ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is approximately $1.25 to $1.50. 

Mr. Monteomery. It varied from $1.25 to $1.50 depending upon 
the location of the land ? 

Mr. Jounson. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. What was the amount of your appraisal on the 
selected lands ? 

Mr. Jounson. $12,341.19. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you have the figures before you showing the 
breakdown in per acre valuation ? 
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Mr. Jounson. If I might refer to the case file. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Jounson. My field report; yes, sir. Did you want the figure? 

Mr. Monveomery. Yes, the breakdown per acre. | 

Mr. Jounson. Well, I will read it. The lands are in township 3 
north, range 6 east, section 14, lots 9, 10, 11, and 12, the west half of 
the east half, and the west half, 533.84 acres, v alued at $3 per 
or a total of $1,601.52. 

Township 3 north, range 6 east, section 15, all 640 acres valued at 
$2.50 per acre or a total of $1,600. 

Township 3 north, range 6 east, section 22, all 640 acres valued at 
$2.50 per acre or a total of $1,600. 

Township 3 north, range 6 east, section 23, lots 9, 10, 11, and 19, 


acre, 


west half, 458.16 acres, valued at $3 per acre for a total of $1,374.48, 

Township 3 north, range 6 east, section 26, lots 9, 10, 11, and 12, the 
west half, 381 acres, 381.20 acres valued at $3 or a total value of 
$1,143.60. 

Township 3 north, range 6 east, section 27, all 640 acres valued at 
$2.50 per acre, a total of $1,600. 

Mr. Montrcomery. In other words, Mr. Johnson, according to the 
figures you have just given, the highest appraisal you made per acre 
was $3 ? 

Mr. Jounson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you give the committee the basis on which 
you arrived at this valuation ? 

Mr. Jounson. I based my appraisal, my opinion, on the fact that 
the highest and best use of those lands were for their capability for 
producing forage for livestock, sir. 

Mr. Montrcomery. Do you have your appraisal report before you! 

Mr. Jounson. I believe it is in the case file here, sir. 

Mr. Monteomery. Do you have that before you‘ 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montrcomery. In other words, you appraised this for grazing 
value only? How many cattle did you estimate that land would 
carry ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Five to six CYL per section. 

Mr. Monrcomery. CYL, that means cows year long? 

Mr. Jounson. That’s correct. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Six cows could be maintained on a section of 
that land all year long, is that correct ? 

Mr. Jounson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you make any attempt to check comparable 
sales in the area ? 

Mr. Jounnson. Yes, sir; I did. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you hear the testimony this morning of the 
comparable sales that were made a part of your appraisal report? 

Mr. Jounson. The sales that Mr. Bartlett read off? 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You considered those in arriving at your opin- 
ion ? 

Mr. Jounson. Some of them, sir, yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. If I recall correctly, most of those sales were 
from $100, $200, $300 an acre? 
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Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What caused the difference in the value of the 
land that you were appraising and the lands that were involved i 
those sales ¢ 

Mr, Jounson. I did not consider those sales as comparable, sir, on 
the basis that they were located at some distance from the lands, 
and in the area of land, greater land activity in Paradise Valley, and 
from a topography st: andpoint they were more desirable. I didn’t 
consider them as sales of compar: able lands. 

Mr. Moss. How far from the selected lands were these sales? 

Mr. Monrcomery. I am pointing to the area on the map. Is this the 
location of the land involved in those rules ? 

Mr, Jounson. I couldn’t see the map this morning, sir, but— 

Mr. Smirn. In the same township / 

Mr. Monrcomery. They are in the same township. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Monteéomery. That is Paradise Valley ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Where does Paradise Valley end? Wouldn't this 
be Paradise Valley, too? | Indicating map. | 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir, I don’t believe it is. The McDowell Moun- 
tain Range is in between the lands embraced in the exchange applica- 
tion and those that sold. I have the U.S. Geological Survey topog- 
raphy sheet with me. I might further illustrate that, with your per- 
mission. 

Mr. Moss. We will be very happy to see it. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to have it made a part of the record. 

Mr. Jownson. That is the selected lands. The contour in those 
white lines in there are at 50-foot intervals. As you can see off to the 
west of the selected lands, which would be to your left, those lines run 
together awful close, which is indicative that a mountain range ap- 
pears there, elevation rises rapidly. 

Mr. Moss. That is about where some of these contemporary trans- 
actions took place, isn’t it / 

Mr. Jonunson. I don’t believe that any of the sales were located 
on the east slope or atop the mountain. That is still Federal lands. 

Mr. Moss. Your elevations there are 2.200, 2,500 feet ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I would have to look at the map, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I’m looking at the map, 15, 17; well, this is another one 
of those very interesting things that I encounter. The matters which 
appear seem to be most persuasive to you people in n the Bureau of Land 
Management, but they certainly don’t persuade me as to anything. 

Mr. Horrman. Was it received in evidence ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes, it is received in evidence. 

(The document referred to will be found in the files of the sub- 
committee. ) 

Mr. Montcomery. What else did you do, Mr. Johnson, in trying to 
arrive at a valuation of this land, besides check comparable sales, which 
you say were not comparable ? 

Mr. Moss. Will you first define a comparable sale? 


Mr. Jounson. A comparable sale I think is—there has been some 
confusion as to that 
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Mr. Moss. A tremendous amount. 

Mr. Jounson. The sale of comparable lands is the deciding factor 
for— 

Mr. Moss. Precisely comparable and generally comparable. 

Mr. Jonnson. I would say the more precise that it can be compara- 
ble the more utilized they are for evidence of appraising. 

Mr. Moss. Outside of a flat valley, where do you find precisely com- 
parable lands? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, in productivity, location, there is a number 
of factors that enter into making those sales comparable, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, how precise do we have to get on productivity? 
How precisely do you measure it ? 

Mr. Jonnson. As precise as we can, sir. 

Mr. Moss. How precisely can you measure it ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well,—— 

Mr. Moss. You can’t, can you? 

Mr. Jounson. It depends upon the type of sale it is. 

Mr. Moss. Within a couple of miles there, what great difference js 
there in an elevation variation of a thousand feet? You are not going 
up I imagine here to the colder areas; you are getting up around 2.200 
feet. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. What variation is there that is so definitively measurable 
that you can rule out the type of sales which you selected in your own 
report as comparable ? 

Mr. Jounson. Sir, in my report I stated that they were not con- 
sidered to be sales of comparable lands. 

Mr. Moss. That is precisely what you said ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That is why I am trying to get you to define for me a 
comparable transaction. 

Mr. Jounson. To what.sir? Tam baffled. 

Mr. Moss. You said these were not comparable transactions, and 
therefore they could not be used as a test of value in the fixing of a 

value on these selected lands. Inasmuch as you ruled these out as com- 
parable sales, what would you accept as a comparable sale? 

Mr. Jornnson. I would have accepted, if there had been a sale, 
which there was not a sale, of lands on the east slopes of the McDowell 
Mountains, of rough, mountainous terrain, having a water hazard, a 
number of factors entering into it, sir. Is that enough, or do you want 
me to continue on ¢ 

Mr. Moss. I would like you to continue on. 

Mr. Jonnson. Having the same type of vegetation, the same acces- 
sibility. 

Mr. Moss. What is the difference in the vegetation ? 

Mr. Jounson. I said that I would have accepted that. 

Mr. Moss. What is the difference in the vegetation between the lands 
in the selected area and the lands in the listed sales which were re- 
jected by you? 

Mr. Jonnson. Very little, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Very little? 

Mr. Jonnson. Very little. 

Mr. Moss. What is the difference in the flood hazard or water 
hazard ? 
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Mr. Jounson. Between the land that I appraised and the sales? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. There is a considerable difference, sir. 

Mr. Moss. All right, what is the difference ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. The difference is that the land that I appraised, the 
selected lands, are bisected by hundreds of washes. I use that figure 
as an illustration. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, you have got some little problems of 
drainage, which is characteristic of almost any place in the West where 
you have any elevation ? 

" Mr. Jounson. Well, it is, it is rough mountainous terrain; yes, sir. 
I guess you ¢ ‘ould say anywhere there is rough mountainous terrain. 

Mr. Moss. I ‘oothill terrain ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. 2,200 feet, is that right ? 

Mr. JouNnson. No. sir: it varies, the elevation varies. 

Mr. Moss. Not major mountains 4 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir: there is. 

Mr. Moss. Major mountains? 

Mr. Jounson. There is a portion of it. 

Mr. Moss. 2,200 feet, that’s major mountains out here ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, Phoenix lies at 1,200, so that would be a dis- 
tance of —— 

Mr. Moss. That is your elevation here in the city ? 

Mr. Jounson. That would be a thousand feet. 

Mr. Moss. Up where I come from we don’t call them mountains, we 
look at them as foothills. 

Mr. Hlorrman. From where I come from they’re hollows. 

Mr. Moss. I don’t want to get into levity here, but what: is your 


background, how long have you been with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement ¢ 


Mr. JouNsoN. Since September of 1952. 

Mr. Moss. Since 1952? 

Mr. Jounson. That’s right, sin 

Mr. Moss. And what qualifications do you have for land appraisal 
work ? 

Mr. Jounson. I have a B.S. 


degree in agriculture from Mexico 
State University, 


with major in range management; I have approxi- 


mately 7 years’ experience in appraising, and I have attended ap- 
praisal schools. 


Mr. Moss. Is the experience in appraisal all gained in the Bureau of 
Land Management ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, you haven’t had to test your judgment 
very often ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well— 
Mr. Moss. Competitively test your judgment, have you? 
Mr. Jounson. I don’t understand your question, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, when you are making an appraisal you are laying 
your judgment and your reputation on ‘the line. When you are out 
competitively contesting it, you either fold up because you don’t judge 


rightly, or you sueceed. I say you haven't had to lay your judgment 
on the line competitively many times? 


Mr. Jounson. With your definition, sir, no. 
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Mr. Moss. Now then, am I to understand—I am only going to dea] 
here with the sales which are a part of your appraisal record—that 
you had six of them listed in the years of 1954 and 1955 r anging in 
price from $28 an acre for 128 acres sold in 1955 to two instances of 
$300 an acre for transactions in 1955, an instance of $250 an acre for a 
transaction in 1954, and two other instances of $150 an acre for trans- 
actions in 1955. You have a pattern here where a minimal value, at 
least for the only thing you could test, the only possible test you had of 
comparability, were the sales as nearly approximate to this land as the 
sales could occur. Maybe you shouldn't consider them as the con- 
trolling item in the criteria, but you disregarded them completely, ar- 
bitrar ily saying these are not comparable, and in that exercise of judg. 
ment they are not comparable in any respect, they are completely in- 

valid as a basis of comparison; that was your position. Did you ap- 
praise the base lands? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. From your—— 

Mr. Horrman. Did you say yes or no? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, he said. 

From your record, sales running from 1953 to 1955, you had a high 
listed of $4 an acre, and a low of 75 cents, the 75 cents being 15,922 
acres sold by a railroad. You assigned to this land a value of $1.25 to 
$1.50 an acre. Now, apparently all of these transactions were com- 
parable; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. JoHNnson. Sir, you mentioned a moment ago that those were 
listed in my report. I fail to find them in my report, but 

Mr. Moss. Well, am I in error? I will certainly apologize if I 
am. Are these the cases, Mr. Bartlett, which you gave me this morn- 
ing in your testimony here ¢ 

Mr. Monreomery. It is in the schedule that Bartlett gave us here. 

Mr. Moss. I am not talking about the schedule. We submitted 
the schedule for the record. There was some verbal testimony given 
by Mr. Bartlett on five cases of acreage. 

Mr. Monrcomery. These were determined from the work papers 
of the appraiser. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, these are coming from the work papers of the 
appraisal, and they are one in L954, Morgan to F. M. Co., 2,557.68 
acres, $2 an acre; Albert Hetzel to N. M. Hughes, October 1955, 640 
acres, $2.50 to $3. Am I correct? Are these from you people? 

Mr. Jonnson. I believe they are from our office files; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, didn’t you make the appraisal ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I didn’t have the sales listed in my report, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Did you have them in your working papers / 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Then why equivocate? You had them before you. 

Mr. Jounson, They were in the office files. 

Mr. Moss. Were they considered by you‘ 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; a portion of them. 

Mr. Moss. Were they rejected by you as not being comparable, 
or accepted as being completely comparable? 

Mr. Jounson. They were considered in basing the appraisal. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Johnson, I am getting into some good bureaucratic 
gobbledygook. I heard yesterday about consideration. What do 
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you do when you consider? I asked you if you used them. Did you 
discard them or did you give them some weight / ¢ You said you con- 
sidered them. What do you mean é 

Mr. JouHnson. They were given some weight. 

Mr. Moss. Hlow much weight? Were they rejected as the com- 
parable sales were in the selected lands area 4 

Mr. Jonnson. A portion of them; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. On what guideline ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. On the guideline that they did not appear 
in my opinion, as being representative sales. 

Mr. Moss. What cuideline do you use? As I understand it there 
has to be compari able vegetation, comparable topography, and it seems 
strange every time we run into a piece of land that appears to have 
far more value than the Bureau assigns to it, that this poor old land 
is just cut to pieces with washes. I was born and raised in the West, 
and I am never shocked to see a wash on a piece of land. We even get 
them up on the flat valleys on occasion. Is this an arbitrary assign- 
ment of value, where you reject all current transactions 4 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you think it is a solid, sound procedure / 

Mr. Jounson. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel that it produces for the Government the 
maximum return on the lands it holds in trust for the people ‘ 

Mr. Jounson. Possibly | didn’t understand your question. 

Mr. Moss. Do you believe that it produces the maximum return 
for the Government on the lands it holds in trust for the people / 

Mr. Jounson. The sound practice of—— 

Mr. Moss. ‘These interesting appraisals. 

Mr. Jounson. I believe the appraisals made are reflective of the 
use value of the lands; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you know what I feel? I don’t think there is any 
$5 land in Maricopa County. I don’t think there is any $10 land in 
Maricopa County, and 1 am just enough of a broker to be very, very 
willing to sort of make a wager, that if you give any of that land to 
any good broker around here he could sell it without any trouble for 
many times what you have assigned as the appraised valuation, no 
trouble at all to sell, yet you say that this ae 30 miles from Phoenix 
in an area of growth which was discernible in 1955 is worth $3 an 
acre, 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, you have the responsibility of exercising your 
honest judgment. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s right, and I think you have. I want to put 
it on the record, and I want no part of the kind of an interrogation 
if you want to call it that, that you are—— 

Mr. Moss. I have not the slightest bit of — 

Mr. Horrman. Let me get through. 

Mr. Moss. I am not going to yield to you, Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. You just lose your temper. 

Mr. Moss. | admit that you tax the patience of a saint on occasion. 

Mr. Horrman. And you certainly abuse and misuse the witnesses. 

Mr. Moss. I do not and I will not defend myself to you. 

Mr. Horrman. Bang! Did you fellows hear that ? 


to me, 


54676—60—pt. 1 16 
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Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman, your desire to be disruptive on occasion js 
« well-established pattern. 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t desire to be disruptive. I desire to see the 
citizens treated f: rly. You have tried to humilate him, disgrace him, 
intimidate him, that’s what you are trying to do. 

Mr. Moss. Are you finished ? 

Mr. Horrman. If you want to take a vote in the audience, I wil] 
be glad to have you do that. 

Mr. Moss. I am not concerned in the slightest with any position 
but my own; that is the only one I have responsibility for. 

Mr. Horrman. You and I get along fine until you begin to abuse a 
witness. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman—— 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t care what you say. 

Mr. Moss. If you continue to go on in that manner, I will clear the 
hearing room and take the audience aw: ay from you so we can do what 
we came here to do. That seems to be what you are playing too. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s an unjust statement. 

Mr. Moss. That’s not an unjust statement. 

Mr. Horrman. I just want the witnesses treated as equals. 

Mr. Moss. I said you had the responsibility of exercising your 
honest judgment. Vs 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And I think the fact. that you sit here and are ob- 
viously very, very much wane under considerable tension from 
the moment you sat down, I don’t think you should be because there 
is nothing that should be frightening about the inquiry this cornmit- 
tee is making. It is not out to get you or anyone else, but I can’t help 
in good conscience from concluding that there is a glaring defect 
somewhere along the line when you arrive at a value of $3 for land 
which at the moment of affixing value is optioned at ten, and within 
a short period of 11 months after the issue of patent sells for $570,000 
profit. I may be harsh and I may be unfair, but anyone looking at 
those facts and saying that you have at best arrived at even an ap- 
proximately fair : appraisal, it would surprise me, and T am not saying 
that you did anything here that was improper or that in any manner 
whatsoever reflected a failure of the trust imposed on you, but if that 
is your valuation then I think there is a very serious default or defect 
in the procedure employed by your agency and 9 training they have 
given you in arriving ata valuation of land. I daresay if this were 
4 private operation and an employee erred so very grievously, that 
the boss would not be happy at all, might even be inclined to criti- 
cally reexamine and determine if he shouldn’t improve his procedures, 
maybe discharge some of his personnel. 

The chairman is accustomed to Mr. Hoffman charging him with 
being unfair to witnesses, and I don’t feel I owe you any apology, nor 
do I feel that I have been unfair. 

Now. Mr. Hoffman, you may indulge yourself. 

Mr. Horrman. I can do what? 

Mr. Moss. Indulge yourself on your own time. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean I’m at liberty to question the witness! 

Mr. Moss. You are at liberty to proceed as you will. 
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Mr. HorrmMan. Now, you were asked about the rejection of apprais- 
als.) How many of yours were accepted, if you know, without any 

rotest, how many times? 

Mr. Jounson. I couldn’t give you that number, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Could you give me approximately, 100, 200, or what- 
ever it runs to? 

Mr. Jonnson. I certainly couldn’t give you any estimate on that. 

Mr. HorrMan. You don’t know even if it is 100, 200, or more? 

Mr. Jounson. Well—— 

Mr. Horrman. Just give me a guess, then, if you can’t give me any- 
thing on the record, 

Mr. Jounson. Possibly I don’t understand your question, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You were asked about the rejection of certain of 
your appr: aisals. You get what | mean now / 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I am asking you approximately how many were ac- 
cepted. The chairman had an answer from you as to how many 
were—I assume he meant wrong. Now, how many were right 4 

Mr. Jounson. Of my appraisals, sir, my appraisal reports ? 

Mr. HorrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. I sure couldn’t give you any answer on that. As 
far as being accepted by my supervisor, why, he has the final author- 
ity on ruling on these. 

“Mr. Horrman. Have your appraisals that have gone through, they 
have been accepted, haven’t they / 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. How many deals have gone through, then, if you 
have. any idea, in, say, the last year? 

Mr. Jounson. I really couldn’t tell you, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You haven’t any idea? 

Mr. Jonnson. No, sir, I handle about—I have been closing ap- 
proximately 20 cases a month, but I couldn't tell you how many of 
those involved appraisals. 

Mr. Horrman. See if you can bring something back tomorrow as 
to how many times you have made an assessment, or, pardon me, an 
appraisal. How often they were rejected and how often the deal did 
go through. 

Mr. Jounson. All right, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. As I understood Mr. Bartlett, he testified that 
Morgan had no undisclosed principals, as shown by the Bureau of 
Land Man: agement records. Did he have, would you say, in answer 
to that same question ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir; he did. 

Mr. HoreMan. Wait a minute. His answer was “No”; yours is 
“Yes”! 

Mr. Bs I beg your pardon, sir? 

Mr. Horrman. I say Mr. Bartlett. testified Morgan had no undis- 
closed principal as shown by the Bureau of Land Management rec- 
ords. Does the record show he did or did not have ? 

Mr. Jounson. The records show that Mr. Morgan did have. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you the record? Let’s find out right now 
who is right and who is wrong. We'll see that you were right once 
in your life, if you were. 
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Mr. Jounson. On page 3 of 

Mr. Horrman. What are you reading from ? 

Mr. Jonnson. The original application filed by Mr. Morgan. It 
states: 

Applicant further states that this exchange application is being filed in be. 
half of and at the specific request of Denver E. Evans, Phoenix, Ariz., and by 
and with the consent of section 15, grazing lessee, Walter R. Clure. 

Mr. Horrman. What page are you reading, and from what? 

Mr. Jomnson. I am reading from the original application sub- 
mitted by Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Horrman. On the deed from Mr. Evans to Indian Bend 
Country Club, was there more land in that? What was the acreage? 
Mr. Jonnson. I’m not familiar with that deed, sir. 
Mr. Horrman. Earlier here today I understood a witness to say 
that—or someone to say, perhaps someone on the staff in connection 
with the committee—that the dollar value was of no importance, or at 
least. of little importance. Why do you have land appraised, selected 

lands, for instance. 

Mr. Jounson. To establish a dollar value, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. What do you want of a dollar value / 

Mr. Jounson. The exchange law requires an exchange; in order for 
an exchange to be consummated, it must be of equal value. 

Mr. Horrman. Dollar value? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, there is someone back there in the audience 
shaking his head, I don’t know who or why. 

Mr. Moss. You wouldn't do that in a court of law, and you have the 
same obligation to behave yourself and to conduct yourself properly 
in the hearings of a congressional committee as you have in any other 
procedure. Now, if you do that again, and I had to refer to you yes- 
terday, if you do it again I am going to have to ask that you leave 
this hearing room and that you not again enter it while this committee 
is sitting. 

Votce From Auprencr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I must insist on maintaining the proper decorum in these 
hearings. 

Mr. Horrman. I want to apologize to whoever shook his head, but 
I noticed it. 

Mr. Moss. I noticed it, too. 

Mr. Horeman. And that I mentioned it, or even that I asked the 
question. 

Am I correct in assuming that, whenever an exchange is made, the 
lands are supposed to have a dollar basis of equal value? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; the selected lands are not to exceed the value 
of the base lands. 

Mr. Horrman. And do you appraise the base lands as well as the 
selected lands? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. You appraise both ends of the deal ? 

Mr. Jonson Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you have any opinion as to whether or not the 
base lands advanced in value, if they did, in a percentage somewhat 
equal to the selected lands? 
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Mr. JoHnson. I know that transactions in the area show that the 
other lands have been selling for a greater price recently than they 
were in 1955. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean the base lands have gone up just the same 
as the selected lands ? 

Mr. Jounson. I would say that they have risen in price; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is, as to the degree of increase you are not fully 
informed / 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; I am not. 

Mr. Horrman. Who employs you? How did you get your job? 

Mr. Jounson. A representative of the Bureau contacted me while I 
wis 1n my final vear in school. 

Mr. Horrman. Did he employ you? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir: he did. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you have to pass any civil service examination / 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir; you have a civil service exam to pass. 

Mr. Horrman. And how did you stand on the list / 

Mr. Jounson. There were no other applicants at the time when I 
took it. 

Mr. Horrman. Has anyone before found fault with your ap- 
praisals ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; not that I can reeall. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Well, when is the first time you learned there was 
criticism of the appraisal you made of lands? 

Mr. Jounson. In connection with this hearing, sir? 

Mr. Horrman. Who first found fault with your work, if anybody 
has found fault before today ? 

Mr. Jounson. Today is the first time I have run into it that I can 
recall, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I think that’sall. I wish you good luck. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. 

Mr. Samir. Haven't there been any protests filed in any of those 

cases ae ‘re you have made appraisals ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SMirn. Sa they object, then, to your appraisals? 

Mr. Jonson. I don’t believe that they used my name specifically 
in their protests, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, they were objecting to your appraisals, though, 
that’s the sum and substance of it, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Jounson. I can’t recall whether that was all they objected to, 
or whether it was part of the classification. 

Mr. Smrrn. You testified that the records show that Mr. Morgan 
had a principal, Mr. Evans. Upon seeing that on the record, did you 
then contact Mr. Evans before you made your valuation on this land ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Smirx. What is that on the record for? Why does the law 
require they expose principals? Aren’t you supposed to look behind 
ita little bit when you see that? 

Mr. Jounson. The law does not require that they expose principals. 

Mr. Smrrn. They just put that on there, they just do that, not re- 
quired by law. Why do they put it on there, then? 

Mr. Jounson. On the form, sir? 
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Mr. Smiru. Yes. Why does the Bureau of Land Management re- : 
quire you to disclose a principal ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I am not familiar with that requirement, sir, pu 

Mr. Smiru: Well, in the operation of the office in which you work, thi 
haven’t you ever had any instructions of any kind as to looking to 3 
the real principal if you find out there is someone that the man you bes 
are dealing with is dealing for? fol 

Mr. JoHNSON. Sir, Pm “working on the lands, not the applications, 

Mr. Smirn. And the proc ‘edure in making your appraisal that is we 


used in the Bureau of Land Management doesn’t take that into con- 
sideration at all ? 
Mr. Jounson. It doesn’t require me to; no, sir. iy 


Mr. Smirn. I am not talking about requirements, but your su- - 
periors, have they ever told you to consider who the real principal is th 
i 


and value it might have to them? 


Mr. JOHNSON. I don’t recall it. : 
Mr. Smirn. They have never told you that ? 
Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 
Mr. Smirn. Well, you work under Mr. Newell now, is that correct? 
Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir: Mr. Newell is my supervisor. 
Mr. Smirn. Now do you know anything about this other case; did 
you help work on it, the one that we had here yesterday ? 
Mr. JoHnson. Are you making reference to the Lawrence and ie 
Stegall case ? ye 
Mr. Smirn. That’s right. 
Mr. Jounson. No, sir; I had noconnection with it. — 
Mr. Smitru. You didn’t work on it? ; 
Siren we 

Mr. Jonnson. No, sir. ’ 
Mr. Sniru. In this case, then, after you arrived at your evaluation 
did you contact Mr. Newell or talk it over with him ? thi 
Mr. Jounson. Mr. Newell was not my supervisor at that time, sir. 
Mr. Soiru. I see. Now as it works now, whenever you make a 
valuation, then you consult with Mr. Newell before that valuation is 
made of record, is that right ? } 
Mr. Jounson. No, sir. vor 
Mr. Smiru. How do you do it, then? aa 
Mr. Jounson. I submit the written report to Mr. Newell. sir. 
Mr. Smiru. And then he makes the final decision, is that right? ’ 
Mr. Jounson. That is correct, sir. ple 
Mr. Smirn. You said that your valuation on the selected lands in ) 
this case was based solely upon its value for forage for livestock, is ] 
that. a correct statement ? ] 
Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. } 
Mr. Smirn. And that these other parcels of land referred to were off 
not comparable. Now what land did you find that was comparable che 
that was selling for $2.50, $3 an acre ? } 
Mr. Jounson. We have, I would say, on record ranch sales of lands ] 
which had sold for comparable use. erb 
Mr. ee Were they in this area? me 
Mr. Jonnson. I don’t recall, sir. TI haven’t—I don’t recall. ow 
Mr. Smirn. Then you gave no importance whatsoever to the fact ] 
this was located where it was, it was strictly upon an agricultural ] 
use, forage for livestock ? J 
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Mr. Jounson. I beg your pardon, sir? 

Mr. Smiru. The only valuation you put upon it, then, was for the 
purpose of forage for ‘livestock, and you didn’t consider in any way 
that it might have an investment value ‘other than that 

Mr. Jounson. At that time it was my opinion that the highest and 
best use the lands could be devoted to was for the production of 
forage for livestock. 

Mr. Smiru. Have you in fact valued any land as having a higher 
use than that ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; many. 

Mr. Smiru. Where was that land located 2 

Mr, Jounson. Well, I have made appraisals all over the State, but 
in approximately the same time I had a companion case here that 

was involved with lands in Paradise Valley over near the area that 
the land activity was taking place, and I appr aised that. 

Mr. Smiru. Was that exchange consummated, do you know / 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

Mr. Smirnu. It was turned down, is that right / 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Now are you acquainted with Mr, Baker who came 
out here to coach you on procedures and so forth ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Did he have a little school while he was here, and coach 
you also ¢ 
' Mr. Jounson. We discussed, yes, sir, new procedures and so forth. 

Mr. Suir. Have you been told by anyone to not consider the other 
uses for land in this area as important, or to not give very much 
weight to them ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. You have no excuse, then, for not having considered 
this land as valuable for anything other than forage for livestock ? 

Mr. Jounson. It is my “opinion, sir, that was my opinion. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you been busy the last 60 days in the office ? 

Mr. Jounson. Fairly so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. This stop order I heard about this morning hasn’t kept 
you from having plenty of work to do? 

Mr. Jounson. I have other types of cases that this does not involve, 
sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, the answer is it has not stopped you from having 
plenty of work to do, is that right ? 

Mr. JoHnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. You have plenty ahead of you? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Smiru. I am interested in this checkerboard pattern of the 
offered lands. Who owns the land in the remaining parts of the 
checkerboard ? 

Mr. Jounson. In the vicinity of the offered lands? 

Mr. Smirn. Well, yes, right in the offered lands. You find a check- 
erboard pattern there; shen every other section is what the Govern- 
ment got, and every other section is owned by somebody else. Who 
owns the balance of it ? 

Mr. Jonson. That is vacant public domain. It is Federal lands. 

Mr. Smirn. The Federal Government owns that other, too? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Smiru. In the office is there anyone that is considered an ex. 
pert on the difference in the value of land near Phoenix and regular 
agricultural land, or does each appraiser have the responsibility of 
determining that ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I believe each appraiser handles each case on its 
own merits. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you had any schooling on the difference of the 
land for other than agricultural use than the procedures you learned 
in school ? 

Mr. Jounson. In general overall appraisal practices; yes, sir; | 
have gone to school for that. 

Mr. Smirn. Did someone in the Department teach you how to arrive 
at valuations for other than agricultural purposes / 

Mr. Jonnson. No, sir; our instructor was a private appraiser. 

Mr. Smiru. Here in Phoenix? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SmirH. How long ago was this? 

Mr. Jonnson. I believe it was held in November 1958. 

Mr. Smirn. And under the type of instruction you received there, 
you would not have given this any other use than for agricultural 
purposes / 

Mr. Jounson. I don’t follow your question. 

Mr. Smiru. Under the type of instruction received there, would 
you still not give this any other use than for agricultural purposes! 

Mr. Jonson. At the present time, sir, if I was appraising it at 
the present time ? 

Mr. Smirn. We are going back to that time again. 

Mr. Jounson. Absolutely not, sir; that was my opinion at the time, 

Mr. Smirn. Even under this instruction, that is the kind of in- 
struction you received / 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct, s 

Mr. SmirH. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Horrman. In appraising the base land and the selected lands, 
do you use the same factors? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; toa great degree. 

Mr. Horrman. Reference again has been made to Mr. Baker. Do 
yu know why he was sent out here or came out here? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; I don't. 

Mr. Smiru. Do you know what he did after he got here? 

Mr. Jounson. Only so far as what I have heard. I don’t know 
everything that he did ake 

Mr. Horrman. Were extra people employed, then, to assist on 
appraisals / 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. How many / 

Mr. Jounson. I believe they sent down the area lands officer for 
a short time, and two field examiners, one from Utah, and one from 
Idaho. 

Mr. eee And do you know how long they were here ? 

Mr. Jounson. They were here for approximately 3 months or 4 
months. 

Mr. Horrman. Three months? 

Mr. Jonnson. Three to four, I believe, sir. 
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Mr. Horrman. Did they raise or lower the appraisal, or what did 
they do? 

Mr. Jounson. They were here just to assist our caseload, sir, 

Mr. Horrman. On what ? 

Mr. JouNnson. On disposing of our caseload. 

Mr. Horrman. What came out of the employment of this addi- 
tional help here, did they change any of your decisions / 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir: not at all sir, that I know of. 

Mr. HorrmaAn. They just came to help you get rid of your accumu- 
lation of work ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did they look at these cases about which we have 
been inquiring ? 

Mr. Jounson. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Have anything to do with that? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did Baker’s work here have anything to do with 
your appraisals ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; he was here to offer us advice on employing 
practices and so fourth. 

Mr. Horrman. Did he make any changes that you know of ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, he assisted us in our reporting procedures, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s all. 

Mr. Smirn. Didn't he also make the appraisal in the Stegall case ? 

Mr. Jounson. I believe he assisted Mr. Newell in that, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Did he have to come out here and—all they did, as I 
understand it, you changed your form a little bit, is that right ? 

Mr. Horrman. Did what ? 

Mr. Smiru. Changed your form you make appraisals on, is that 
right, after he was here? 

Mr. Jounson. He gave us some advice on reporting procedures. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, what I am trying to get at, what really was it? 
You just changed your form a little bit, didn’t you ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Of reporting ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Doesn’t seem a trip would have been necessary for that 
purpose alone, you could have done that, couldn’t you, if you had a 
different form to fill out ? 

Mr. Jounson. Well, we don’t have a specific form for our report, 
sir. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Well, again I am just a little bit puzzled as to what we 
are discussing. I didn’t know there was a task force that came out 
here. That wasn’t gleaned from any direct testimony before this 
subcommittee. ] -erhaps 3 you could ac quaint me now with the nature 
of the task force when it came out, what its objectives were, what the 
backlog was at the time, and what they sueceeded in cutting it down to. 
I don’t want this record to read like some disconnected story; | want 
it to be complete. 

Mr. Jounson. Sir, I couldn’t tell you all that information. 

Mr. Moss. Well, you had a task force come out, some people from 
Utah, some people from Washington ? 
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Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. To help you cut through a backlog, is that correct ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Or expedite processing ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. When did this occur ? 

Mr. Jounson. I believe it was in 1957, January through April, I 
believe, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And the employees stayed here for about 3 months? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; two field examiners did. 

Mr. Moss. And the purpose of this supplemental force was purely 
to reduce the backlog that had accumulated in this area, is that 
correct / 

Mr. Jounson. As far as I know, sir. 

Mr. Moss. As far as you know, that’s all I want you to testify to 
any time isas far as you know. ; 
Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That was your conclusion ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. We will examine Mr. Rowland on it more fully when 
we have him return to the stand in order that the record will be very 
clear. : 

Getting back to this matter of values, in this area what is the value 
assigned to a leasehold as compared to fee ownership, appraising for 
sale the ownership of a lease or the rights that go with a lease or 
entailed in a leasehold as opposed to fee ownership, two completely 
comparable pieces of property, would the values be the same in both 
instances or would there be a difference in the values? Which would 
bring the higher return, the sale of the lease or the sale of the title? 

Mr. Jounson. My opinion, sir, is that the fee title should. 

Mr. Moss. About how much more? 

Mr. Jounson. I couldn’t tell you, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Two times, three times, four times ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I wouldn’t be able to offer any opinion. I haven't 
appraised any leasehold interests at all. 

Mr. Moss. Because I think here we have in point at the very moment 
of appraisal the purchase of a lease, of a lease ranching package for 
the sum of $60,000, and it has been testified under oath that 13,000 of 
that was represented in the value of improvements, wells, fences, and 
one ranch house, leaving $47,000 which would be the value of the lease 
on the 28,000 acres, or approximately $1.70 an acre, 4,500 acres of that 
land being the identical land which you appraised at $2.50 and $3 for 
complete transfer of fee title. Would you say that that establishes a 
proper relationship of one value to the other? 

Mr. Jounson. I certainly couldn’t offer an opinion, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Did you consider that ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Have you ever considered that ? 

Mr. Jounson. I sure haven’t. I’m not familiar at all. 

Mr. Moss. Isn’t it a significant matter in land economies to be con- 
sidered ? 

Mr. Jounson. I would think so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I certainly would, too. 
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Mr. JouHnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you think perhaps in the future they might give con- 
sideration to the value not only to sales in fee but also in sales of in- 
terest, lease interest? Did you check any of those at any time? 

Mr. Jonnson. In connection with this case ? 

Mr. Moss. In connection with this or any other? 

Mr. Jounson. I certainly haven’t followed that through. 

Mr. Moss. Would you feel that is a deficienc y in the thoroughness 
of the job being done by the Bureau ? 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir; because I have had no oceasion to check out 
with those. 

Mr. Moss. You had an occasion here. I think I would be interested 
if I were going to either appraise for myself or for someone else. I 
want the « ‘omple te picture of value, don’t you? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I will make you happy, I will excuse you now. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 


Mr. Moss. We will recall Mr. ( reorge Bartlett. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF GEORGE R. BARTLETT, INVESTIGATOR, 
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Bartlett, in your work for the committee 
reviewing some of these exchange cases, did you examine the private 
exchange case No. 013162 4 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Monteomery. What is the nature of this transaction ¢ 

Mr. Barrvrrr. This is an exchange between David B. Morgan for 
Kennecott Copper Corp., and the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Montcomery. A private exchange? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir, that’s right. 

Mr. reer What was the date of the application? 

Mr. Barrierr. The date of the application was November 1956. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Does the application in this case show that Mr. 
Morgan was represe ‘nting the Kennecott Copper Corp. ? 

Mr. Barrietrr. That’s right, it appears that way. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, what lands were involved in this exchange, 
where were the base lands located ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I will locate them on the map here first. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is Mohave County ‘ 

Mr. Barrierr. Mohave County. The base lands were located 1 
this area right here, which is range 14 west, about township 25 north. 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. How many acres were involved in thet 

Mr. Barrier. In the base lands there was 807.48 acres. 

Mr. Montcomery. And what lands did the applicants select, what 
Government lands ¢ 

Mr. Barrterr. That was the original application for 847.48 acres. 

Mr. Montcomenry. That is the one we will consider first. 

Mr. Barrierr. What was the question / 

Mr. Monrcomery. The location of the selected lands, what lands 
did they select-—Government-owned lands ? 

Mr. Bartierr. The selected lands were in this area right here. 

Mr. Montcomery. What county is that? 

Mr. Bartierr. Pinal County, near the towns of Hayden and Ray. 


vase lands ? 
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(The legal description follows :) 


Legal description of lands involved in the Kennecott Copper Corp. exchange 
(Arizona 013162) 
Selected lands: 
T. 4:S.. BR. 14 B..: G. & S.B.M.: Acres 
See. 21, NEYANWY, & ae i ; 360 
See. 22. S¥/ sNWY, , SWIANEYM, S1%4-_-_-- wa 440 
Sec. 23, Si Sw, SW ae \, aie 120 
See. 26, NW% NW! iSEY, wy SNEWY ! LYASWwy 41) 
See. 2 i L465 Ww ¥, NY SSE ly . SW mt - 520 
Sec. og NE Y4NEY__ OE ea ; ; 4{) 


Total... 
Base lands: 
Be ae he ah OR au Mohave County, G. & RM. i ee 
WIYNWIYNEYM, ELNEYNEY, EXLWYNEY a0 
Le wo N., R. 13 we +. & S.R.M.: Sec. 31, Lot Ce ; . 45, 9? 
T. 26 N., R. 14 W., G. & S.R.M.: 
See. 5, Lot 4, SWYNWY, SWYSE 
Sec. 7, E%, EY’SWY, E’YSWYS 


aie = iene a , SSO 


EY%, SW%------ 297. 56 
 £ a ‘ a ve 420) 


» 


Total = aaa ee _ " 807, 48 


Mr. Montcomery. Was there any statement in the application of 
the purpose for this exchange, for what purpose the applicant in- 
tended to use the lands? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, but I don’t have it on this document. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you tell the committee what the purpose 
was, as you remember ? 

Mr. Bartierr. It was for building a townsite, if I remember. 

Mr. Monreomery. building a townsite, or moving an existing town 
toa new townsite / 

Mr. Bartierr. That’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What towns were going to be moved ? 

Mr. Barruerr. They were going to start a new town, I think it 
was called Kearney. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Kearney ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Kearney, but I understood later this land was not 
used for this purpose. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, how many acres of land were involved in 
the Government lands selected by Morgan for Kennecott Copper? 

Mr. Bartierr. In the original application, 1,880 acres. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You are speaking of the original application, 
is that it? Is that the application on which the basic appraisal was 
made in this case? 

Mr. Barrierr. The first appraisal, yes, sir. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Who made that appraisal, the first appraisal, 
for the Bureau of Land Management? 

Mr. Barrierr. The first appraisal of the base lands, I forget the 
fellow’s name. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You don’t have that in your records; we will 
have to develop that later. 

What was the amount of valuation placed on the base lands by the 
Bureau of Land Management appraiser / 

Mr. Barrett. $2,830.28. 

Mr. Monteomery. Did a Mr. Tragitt appraise the base lands? 

Mr. Bartuert. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Montrcomery. And what was the valuation again ? 

Mr. Barrverr. $2,830.28. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How much an acre did that come to, do you 
have that figure / 

Mr. Bartiterr. Approximately $1.50 an acre. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did Mr. Tragitt make an appraisal on the se- 
lected lands also, or was that a different appraisal ? 

Mr. Barruerr. I think Mr. Reed made the appraisal there; I’m not 
quite certain on that. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What was the amount of valuation placed upon 
the selected lands ? 

Mr. Bartruert. $2,796.50. 

Mr. Montcomery. And that figured out to about how much an acre? 

Mr. Bartiterr. Approximately the same. 

Mr. Monreomery. About — an acre? 

Mr. Barruetrr. About $1.2 

Mr. Monrcomery. Have you personally been on that land? 

Mr. Bartuerr. Yes, sir, I have. 

Mr, Monrcomery. Did they in fact move the townsite proposed to 
be moved on to the selected lands after the application had been ap- 
proved 

Mr. Barrierr. I understood later on, that this land that was ex- 
changed for the townsite was not used for that purpose. 

(The original appraised report follows :) 


















DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
3UREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
AREA 2 
Phoenix, Ariz., January 10, 1957. 

















ORIGINAL Fretp ReEporRT 


Land district and serial No. AR 013162 
Name: David R. Morgan, Kennecott Copper Corp., beneficiary. 
Subject: Private land exchange. 
Date (application or proof) : November 13, 1956. 
Date prepared: January 9, 1957. 
Prepared by E. R. Tragitt, lands and minerals officer. 
Lands involved : 
Base lands: 
























T. 25 N., R. 13 W., Gila and Salt River meridian, Mohave County, Acres 
Arizona, sec. > WINWYNE MIGNEYNEY, EWWY 
NEWNEY ite Ke ——— oi: eae 5O. 00 

7. 20 N.. BR. 13 W., O00. Fi, 16G 1.1... etndbe ceded eee 45. 92 

T. 26 N., - 14 W. 

Sec. : om 4, SWY,NW, ARAL) RAD: 2 | ee ee eee ee 291. 56 
Sec. 7 I £4, ELSWk, BSW ‘SW i4-------- 2 weidwadlare 420. OO 











Total 



















cat get aa cee sists ui satis annals DE dlls aketetdcad Sp aetna hh 807. 48 
All minerals reserved. 
Selected lands: 
. R. 14 E., Gila and Salt River meridian, Pinal County, Ariz. : 

mth Ce, Ee WO ole We he cos ead les ete ceca medion 260 
See. 22’ SUNWYSWYNBY,, Sis ea och hitch Bi lage al 440 
Sec. 23, S4SW%, SW%4SEY-_--------___- 120 
Sec. 26, NW, NWSE, W%NE! ,, NK“SWY, SEYSWY, 400 
Sec. 27, N14, ELSW, NASEM, SWYSEY-----------_---- 520 


Sec. 28, NEYNE'W, 









I a a le 
All minerals reserved to U nited States. 
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In the subject application a report on the base lands has been submitted py 
Lands Examiner Johnson and a report on the selected lands submitted by Valy- 
ation Engineer Reed. 

Information contained in these reports indicates that the exchange is definitely 
in the public interest; that the grazing capacity for the base lands totals 11,04 
cows year long; that the grazing capacity for the selected lands totals 10.3 cows 
year long; that the base lands have value or use other than grazing and that 
except for the proposed use by the Kennecott Copper Corp., the selected lands 
have no use or value except for grazing. 

The report on the base lands indicates it is not severed or crossed by any 
easements or rights-of-way. The report on the selected lands shows they are 
subject to the following rights-of-way: Arizona State Highway 177, Phoenix 
Kastern Railroad, Arizona Eastern Railroad, and three transmission lines. 

The report on the base lands gives the appraised value as $2,830.28. The re 
port on the selected land gives the appraised value as $3,290. These values 
were calculated entirely on the grazing capacity of the lands involved. How- 
ever, it appears an error was made in calculating the value of the selected 
lands, as the total grazing capacity of these lands is less than the total grazing 
capacity of the base lands. It also appears that no consideration was given to 
the fact that the base lands are not subject to any easements or rights-of-way 
and that the selected lands are subject to six rights-of-way, which sever these 
lands into irregular tracts. This severance of the selected lands is estimated 
to reduce the appraised value by 15 percent, or an amount of $493.50. Deduct- 
ing this figure from the gross value of the selected lands gives a net value of 
$2,796.50. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The exchange is in the public interest. 

2. The grazing capacity of the base lands is greater than the grazing capacity 
of the selected lands. 

3. The value of the base lands is $2,830.28 and the value of the selected lands 
is $2,796.50. 

4. The exchange should be consummated. 


CLASSIFICATION 


Proper for exchange to the applicant in accordance with the application so 
that the public interest will be benefitted thereby. Not required for retention in 
Federal ownership or for other programs of disposal. 

BK. R. TRaGitt, 
Lands and Minerals Officer. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
AREA, 
Phoeniaz, Ariz., January 10, 1957. 


ReEporRT (SELECTED LANDS) 


Land district and serial No. AR-013162. 

Name: David B. Morgan, Kennecott Copper Corp., beneficiary. 
Subject: Private exchange (selected lands). 

Date (application or proof) : November 13, 1956. 

Date of examination: September 26 to 29, 1956. 

Field examiner: Donald F. Reed. 

Approved: E. R. Tragitt, lands and minerals officer. 
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Lands involved: 


Base lands : 


T. 25 N., R. 18 W., Gila and Salt River meridian, Mohave County, teres 
Ariz., sec. 7, W1GNWYNEM, EYNEYNEY, EYWIYANEYUNEY,- 50. 00 
TT 26 N., KR: 18 W., see. 31, lot luau sh Low) an 45. 92 
TT. 26 N., R. 14 W.: 
See. 5, lot 4, SWIYANWY,, SWYSEMY, SWY 291. 56 
Sec. 7, E%, EYSWY, E’MSWYSW'4E 420. 00 
Total ij : __ 807.48 
All minerals reserved. 
Selected lands: 
T.458., R. 14 E., Gila and Salt River meridian, Pinal County, Ariz. : 
Sec. 21, NEYNWY, EY a 360 
Sec. 22, SUNWY,SWYNEM, S%4--------- PEA 440 
Sec. 23, S4SW%, SWYSEY-_---_--_~-_-- tN gt ea 120 
Sec. 26, NWY,NWIGSEY, WYNNE, NYSWH, SEYSWH--- 400 
Sec. 27, N%, EYSW, NYSE, SWYSEY-__------______-- 520 
Sec. 28, NEYNEWU_- cad pect A ee hn SA Mp 40 
Total 1, 880 


All minerals reserved to United States 


RECORD DATA 


The subject application was filed November 13, 1956. It states that the bene- 
fciary corporation is spending more than $40 million on an expansion program 
in connection with its mining, concentrating, and smelting operations. Plans 
include the construction of a new townsite and the selected lands in this applica- 
tion have been selected as the location of the new town. It is respectfully re- 
quested that the exchange be expedited as much as possible. 


LOCATION, ACCESS, AND IDENTIFICATION 


The selected lands are situated along the toe of the southwest slope of the 
Dripping Spring Mountains on the northeast bank of the Gila River, 3% to 6% 
niles southeast of Kelvin, 8% to 11% miles northwest of Hayden. 

State Highway No. 177 traverses along the south and west sides of the tract 
and parallels the Arizona Eastern Railroad grade. 

Identification was made by reference to the surveyed transmission power 
| which crosses the tract from northwest to southeast. Towers are numbered and 
tied in to the public land corners. 


TOPOGRAPHY AND VEGETATION 


The lands are on a bench above the Gila River bottom and slope upward to 
the Dripping Spring Range on the northeast. Elevations range from 1,900 to 
2250 feet. Drainage is in comparatively shallow washes southwest toward the 
river. 

Vegetation is of the desert shrub type consisting of catclaw, cocotillo, cactus, 
paloverde, and some annual grasses in wet seasons. Annual rainfall is about 9 
inches. 


GEOLOGY 


The geological formation over the entire tract is the Gila conglomerate of Pleis- 
wocene age. There is no evidence of any mineralization anywhere on the tract. 


CONFLICTS 


A grazing lease issued December 12, 1953, to run 10 years and covering all of 
that portion of the lands in sections 21, 22, and 27 is held by Morris S. and Luey 
\. Wilkins, of Kelvin, Ariz. 

Another grazing lease issued June 22, 1952, to Dillard O. Shartzer, Winkleman, 
Ariz., for 10 years, covers those portions of the tract which are in sections 23, 26, 
ind 28. There were no improvements noted on either portion of the tract. 
The subject exchange application is one of six similar applications pending. 
The aggregate total of lands to which the Kennecott Copper Corp. is attempting 
» obtain title and thus remove from the public domain is approximately 9,000 
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acres. In six previously consummated exchanges, the same corporation has ac. 
quired title to approximately 4,000 acres of public domain in the same general 
area. Thus, if all of the pending exchanges are consummated, the total of public 
lands which are now or have been under grazing lease to the Wilkins, Shartzer 
Glaspie, and others, and which will be alienated, will be about 13,000 acres, The 
loss of this range will effectively destroy the business and the means of livelihood 
of the grazing lessees. 

It has been implied and understood that the beneficiary company, in recogni. 
tion of the damage to the grazing lessees, would make agreements with them to 
compensate them for this loss. In the pending six exchange applications no 
evidence of such an agreement has been submitted and it is strongly recom. 
mended that approval be withheld until satisfactory proofs of such an agreement 
are forthcoming. 

There are numerous rights-of-way crossing the tract involving several grantees 
and for various purposes as follows: 

Arizona Highway Department: Highway. 

Phoenix and Eastern Railroad: Railroad. 

Arizona Eastern Railroad : Railroad. 

Ray Consolidated Copper Co. : Telephone lines, ete. 

Salt River power project : Transmission line. 

A power site withdrawal (classification No. 26) crosses the following described 
lands: 

Section 21, NYNEW, SEYNEY, NEYSEY. 

Section 22, SWYNWY, NWYSWYH, SHSWH. 

Section 26, NW4SW%4, SEYSW. 

Section 27, NEY4NW4, NWYNEM, SYNEM, NEYSEM. 

The above withdrawal covers a strip 50 feet on each side of the centerline of 
a transmission line which crosses the tract. A blueprint showing the exact aline 
ment of this line is attached to this report. 

Any disposal of the lands included in this application must be subject to the 
aforesaid existing rights-of-way. Actually these are not conflicts since the hign- 
way, railroad, telephone, and power lines will be essential adjuncts to the opera- 
tion of a townsite of the lands. 

APPRAISAL 


Except for the proposed townsite which the Kennecott Copper Corp. plans to 
build on the selected lands, which is the basis for this private exchange applica- 
tion, the said lands have had no use or value other than for grazing purposes. 
It is therefore proper to appraise them on the basis of their grazing potential. 

All of the lands included in this application are on the bench above the river 
bottom. and on the Gila conglomerate. The topsoil is thin and vegetation is 
sparse. Grazing capacity is estimated to be three to four CYL per section and 
on this basis appraised at $1.75 per acre. Thus, the 1,880 acres included in this 
application is appraised at $3,290. 


BASE LANDS 


The base or offered lands in this application were examined and appraised 
by Land Examiner Kelly R. Johnson and reference is made to his report for 
said appraisal. 

DONALD F. REED, 
Valuation Engineer, Mining. 
I concur: 


Range Manager, Kingman-Maricopa Grazing District, Arizona. 


—_ 
~~ 
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LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
AREA 2, 
Phoeniz, Ariz., January 10, 1957. 


Report (BASE LANDS) 


Land district and serial No. AR-013162. 

Name: David B. Morgan, Kennecott Copper Corp., beneficiary. 
Subject : Private land exchange (base lands). 

Date (application or proof) : November 13, 1956. 

Date of examination: October 8-9, 1956. 

Field en Kelly R. Johnson. 

Approved: E . Tragitt, lands and minerals officer. 

Lands aime : 


Base oe 


T, 25 N., R. 13 W., Gila and Salt River meridian, Mohave County, Acres 
Ariz., Sec. i WY,NWY4,NE Y4, EYNEYNE, EXLWYNEYUNE ae 50. 00 
NR I ON a8 a 45. 92 
T, 26 N.. R. 14 W. 
Sec. 5: Lot 4, sw 14NW : Se Te NE BO ee 291. 56 








Sec. 7: EY, Et SSW, , E4SWYSW "Yy i sinseingiss teh hipiiiestadoeniieuatael 420. 00 


ia ag a a al ae ae a tebe ices lagna 
All minerals reserved. 
Selected lands: 
T,.4S., R.14 E., Gila and Salt River meridian, Pinal County, Ariz.: 

See. 21: NE YNW', E% 36 
Sec. 22: SYUNW, ee FA ciinsesccic- aches Sicsdkin wemsunsniepsa ocsteaieienmaaeeesle 440 
See. 23: SUSWUM, SW%4SEY------ 
Sec. 26: NW14, NWSE, WYNEW, NYUSWH, SE“SW%-- 400 
See. 27: Ne, EYSWH, NILSE 4 . SW 4 SE; te fa arate ei oe 520 
Se SP Pe oa kes dics ateletaclariat eee areneramencttenaell 


Total 


All minerals reserved to United Sts ites. 


On November 13, 1956, David B. Morgan, acting in behalf of Kennecott Copper 
Corp., filed application to exchange under section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act on 
the above-described lands. 

BASE LANDS 


The base lands are located in central Mohave County within the Music Moun- 
tains about 15 miles northwest of Peach Springs and 30 miles northeast of 
Kingman, Ariz., and are included in the Ben Joy Ranch grazing allotment. 
Accessibility is obtained over the Hualpai Indian Reservation road, secondary 
roads in poor condition, and foot travel. 

The lands comprising four tracts are located 6 miles apart, but have similar 
physical characteristics, being suitable only for grazing. Vegetative cover type 
variance causes variance in grazing capacity and consequently a variance in 
the value of the lands. Generally, the subject lands are rolling to rough with 
humerous drainages bisecting the lands which cause the extent of difference in 
topography. Soil textures are rocky and covered with shale and erosion is 
moderate to severe sheet and gully. Vegetation is pinon-juniper type and con- 
sists of cedar, blue, black sideoats grama, galleta, snakeweed, sage, winterfat, 
chamiza, mountain mahogany, manzanita, oakbrush, catclaw, and annual grasses 
and forbs. Condition is poor. The average annual precipitation is approximately 
ll inches with snowfall averaging 10 to 12 inches per annum. Elevation varies 
from 5,700 to 6,300 feet. Temperatures range from an average high of 100° F. 
to an average low of 8° F. Because of weather, etc., supplemental feeding is 
hecessary to sustain livestock during the winter months. 

The dense stands of brush and rocky soil conditions limits grazing to 6 to 8 
CYL per section on lands in sections 5 and 7, T. 26 N., R. 14 W., and 8 to 10 CYL 
per section on the remaining lands (the latter having a more open area type in 
the canyon floors but slopes have a dense cover of brush). Grazing is the highest 
use to which the lands may be put. 


54676—60—pt. 1——17 
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APPRAISAL 


Private lands in Mohave County, suitable for grazing only, have recent}, 
greatly increased in value due to speculative ventures in Maricopa County hear 
Phoenix and the use of the Mohave County lands as base lands for exchange 
under section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act. Grazing capacity has been of little 
consequence in determining the selling price of the patented lands within indj- 
vidual grazing allotments and much inflated prices are being paid for lands on 
which realty operators are gambling to meet all the requirements necessary 
under the exchange laws. However, no private exchanges have been processed 
recently which have the base lands located in Mohave County, pending settlement 
of various policy questions invo!ving certain reservations in Southern Pacitie 
Railroad titles and determination of a longtime program based on land pattern, 
feasibility of administration, and range improvement. 

Various land promoters have contributed to the situation existing in the 
county and this, coupled with the severe drought which prevails in the area, 
has encouraged the ranchers to be more than willing to contribute to the abnor- 
mality of selling their patented lands and reducing their control over their 
holdings. In most cases the rancher stands to lose only the title to the lands 
and will retain the use upen them because as soon as they have reverted back to 
public domain they will be absorbed in his established allotment. The in- 
tensity of the promotion in sales of the patented lands in the area has resulted 
in a strong sellers market to exist in Mohave County. 

Sales listed in the county courthouse have varied from $0.25 to $6 per acre for 
grazing lands. Within the vicinity of the base lands, values have ranged from 
$0.50 to $5 per acre (latter figure represents the sale of an entire improved ranch 
unit including buildings, fences, water developments, etc.). The applicant states 
that he paid $3.50 per acre for the base lands and other patented lands in the 
Ben Joy allotment. Every other section is public domain and sale did not include 
any improvements or use rights. 

As mentioned above, because of the drought prevailing in the county, many of 
the ranchers are being forced to dispose of their patented lands in this manner 
to acquire capital to maintain their ranch units. The applicant's sale was not 
of record in the county courthouse at Kingman. 

Based on forage productive capabilities (grazing is the only use to which the 
lands may be put), similar lands in the past have been appraised at $3 to $5 per 
acre and opinions of values of qualified realty appraisers have concurred with 
these figures. 

Portions of the lands have a dense cover of scrubby juniper but because of the 
rough topography, inaccessibility, distance to market (few cedar posts are used 
for fencing in the State), and the vast areas of juniper timber which are more 
easily accessible, no value can be realized from the sale of cedar posts. Pre- 
viously the area was cut over by the CCC for posts to fence the Federal range 
and the Indian reservation boundary. Consequently, the number of trees con- 
taining good posts are limited. Information recent'y received reveals that the 
Indian reservation has offered to sell posts for $0.05 each in areas which are 
much more readily accessible and have more dense stands and higher quality 
juniper for posts. All these factors cause me to have the opinion that removal 
of the juniper by railing, burning, ete., would be of benefit to the rancher from 
a range management standpoint by increasing forage production. 

Considering all the factors, the lands are appraised as follows: 

T. 25 N., R. 13 W.: See. 7: WYUNWYNEY, EWVNEYUNEY, 


EYWYNEYNEY—)5O acres at $4.50 $225. 00 


T. 26.N., R. 13 W.: Sec. 31: Lot 1—45.92 acres at $2.50-_ ig i 114. 82 
T. 26 N., R..14 W.: 
See. 5: Lot 4, SWYNWY, SWYSEMY, SWY4—291.56 acres at 
eee... afer F a . 3 2 a 1, 020, 46 
See. 7: E%4, EYSWY, EYSWYSWY— 20 acres at $3.50___- 1, 470. 00 


2, 830. 28 





Total appraised value of base lands- 
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Met CIR 


SELECTED LANDS 


For a detailed description and appraisal of the selected lands, reference is 
made to the report under the subject serial number by Donald F. Reed, valuation 
engineer. 

Ketity R. Jomnnson, Land Examiner. 
J concur : 


’ 


Range Manager, Kingman-Maricopa Grazing District, Arizona. 
APPAISAL REPORT (SELECTED LANDS) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT. 
Serial No. PLEO 13162. 
State: Arizona. 
County: Pinal. 
Land description: Principal meridian Gila and Salt River base meridian: 


Town- Range Section Subdivision Acres Value 
ship 
48 14 I 1 El4, NEYNWY . 360 “ 
22 | SWYNEXK, S'e2NWM, 8S 440 ; 
23 | SSW, SWYSEX4 120 
2 | WIGNE\Y, NW, NieSWh, SEKSWh, NWKSEK 100 
27 | Ni, E’SW, WMSEK, NEY“SEX% 520 
28 | NEYNE\ 10 
Total. 1, 880 $2298, 500 


Hot Springs: No. 

Public water : No. 

Located: 12 miles, southeasterly direction from Ray and Sonora Townships. 

State: Arizona. Approximate population, 1,700 and 2,000. 

Access: legal right-of-way (yes/no) Yes. State or U.S. highway: Yes. 
Through vacant Government land. 

Community (use and development) : Mining activities and small stock farms. 

Elevation : 2,024 feet at Ray. 

Annual precipitation : 10 inches. 

Growing season : 250 days. 

Soil: Tough, grayish, desert soils similar to Reeves & Anthony Association. 

Vegetation: Desert shrub, paloverda, cactus, and annual herbs and grasses. 

Water : Well water available at moderate depth. 

Summary of present land use, conflicts, trespass, ete., (give name and ad- 
dress): Used as grazing land: 12 A.U. per section. Prospective development 
for industrial uses by Kennecott Copper Corp., possible site for city develop- 
ment for reestablishing the towns of Ray, Sonora, and possibly other small vil- 
lages in the vicinity which will be moved to permit open pit mining of the pres- 
ent sites at these towns. Alternate use: BLM could sell small tract homesites, 
a present demand was expressed for some 400 small tracts at time of appraisal. 


| Price 
Topography, type of use, soil and depth, vegetation, water, production, | Number 
erosion, condition of acres 
Per acre Total 
Medium rolling; soils are tough, grayish desert types similar to the Reeves 
and Anthony association; vegetation is desert shrub, cacti, mesquite, 
paloverde, and annual herbs and grasses 
This land is located 44 mile or less from State highway 810 $150 $121, 500 
Located more than 44, but less than 1 mile from the highway (32 acres is 
just over 1 mile from the highway 1,070 100 107, 000 
Total acres 1. 880 
Total value of land 121 298, 500 


Value of improvements: None. 

Fair market value of property : $228,500. 

Fair market value per unit of production: Site value. 
Fair market value per acre: $121+. 
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Appraisal analysis and conclusions 


The subject property is unimproved, medium rolling, desert rangeland. How.- 
ever, the unique use for which there is strong local demand is evidenced in the 
several recent sales in the vicinity, and this appraisal is not based on agricyl- 
tural values. It is understood that the Kennecott Copper Corp. wishes to moye 
the towns of Ray and Sonora from the present site to permit open-pit mining 
operations of the rich mineral deposits which underlie these townsites. 

The estimated populations of these two towns is 3,700, and it is reported that 
additional numbers of Kennecott Copper Corp. employees live at Superior and 
Globe. 

Under the circumstances, evidenced by the sale prices of other properties in the 
vicinity of the subject property, location is obviously of substantial importance, 
The subject property, being traversed in a northwesterly direction by State High- 
way No. 771, and the new State highway now under construction (see exhibit I), 
is much more strategically located, hence more valuable, than the otherwise 
similar lands shown in the sales data section (see exhibit Il). There isa strong 
possibility, according to local information, that the subject property will be the 
location of the new townsite required due to the moving of the towns of Ray and 
Sonora. The facts remain however, that there is no development on the site at 
this time, and alternative locations would probably suffice for the purpose. 
Tnese facts preclude the use of frontage values in the aspect of fair market 
value. 

There is an alternative use for the subject property in case present applicant 
should not be interested at the appraised price. While on the subject property 
I met a man who stated that for several weeks he and three or four friends, on 
their days off, had endeavored to find the section corners to sec. 22, T. 4 §,, R. 
14 E., Gila and Salt River base meridian. There was irrefutable evidence, as ex- 
hibited by stakes, flags, and his knowledge of the land, that he had quite thor- 
oughly been over the area, although he had found no definite corners. These 
men, he advised me, “understand that section 22 is Government land, and they 
want to buy small tracts for homesites.” He also stated that “there are some 
400 families who own their homes in Ray or Sonora who want to buy small tracts 
for homesites.” They are especially anxious to “buy these sites from the Goy- 
ernment because the Kennecott Copper Corp. owns most of the land and will not 
sell to them.” 

In case 400 small tracts of 2% acres each were sold at public auction, it is ex- 
tremely doubtful that any of the tracts would sell for less than $200 per acre, and 
would very probably average $300 or more per acre for the 1,000 acres which 
would be required to meet the need so stated. This would total $300,000 and 
leave BLM with 880 acres for future needs. However, since the subject property 
is applied for in a block, and based on recent sales in the vicinity, the appraised 
values shown are considered to be the fair market value of the subject property 
at this time, and for the purpose of this exchange. 

Nore.—I have made personal inspection of, and have identified the property 
described herein, and have no interest in the property, or in any transaction 
involving same. The foregoing is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

JOHN G. NYF, Appraiser. 

Dated July 9, 1957. 
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Land use: 









Acres Present use, suitability, vegetation, production Section unit | Total pro- 
production | duction 













1,880------ ...--| Present use grazing, desert range --------- ea o3 12 AU 35 A 
> Suitable for industrial development, suitable as | 

townsite location, and also suitable for small tract | 

homesites. | 


—_— 


Sales data: 














—_—_—_ 


Price 
Date of sale Legal description, buyer, seller, land use, special features, | 

vegetation, production, erosion, condition, compara- | 
| bility! Total Per acre 


—_—_— apres — — = eS Ss _— —— pan 


Fall 1955.....---| (1) Lot 11, SW4%NEM, NWYSEW, NEYSWS3, T. 3 $7, 500 $46. 89 

S., R. 13 E. equals 160 acres. Escrow Page to Kenne- 

| eott Copper Corp., hilly range. | 

Oct. 3, 1956...-.| (2) In S. 27, 28, 33, 34, 35, 36, T.48., R. 14E., Sl, 2, 12, 26, 301, 547 | 132. 57 

T.5S., R. 14 E.; and in 8.7,8, T. 58., R. 15 E., equals 

2,274.57 acres. Option agreement, Shartzer to Kenne- 

cott Copper Corp. Land use: 40.50-acre right-of-way, 

259 acres irrigation, at $500; 262.76 acres dry farmland at 

$200; 1,022.50 acres bottom grazing at $100; 689.81 acres | 
range at $25. 







































Oct. 2, 1956... -- (3) SWY%, SEKYNWK, SKSKHNEKYNWX, S. 28, T. 4 | 65, 000 | 309. 53 
S., R. 14 E. Option agreement, Morton & Fields to | 
Kennecott Copper Corp. Land use: Irrigation, 100 | | 
acres at $500; range, 110 acres at $136.36. Total, 210 | 
| acres. | 
December 1956._| (4) SKSEM, S. 20 NUNEM, 8S. 29, T. 48., R. 14E.—160 24, 000 | 150. 00 


acres. Option agreement, Reid & Pierce to Kennecott 

















| 
Copper Corp. Land use, desert range, 160 acres at 
$150. | | 
Fall 1956......- | (5) S4NEM, 8.34; SWUNW, S. 35, T. 48., R. 14E.—120 25, 000 208. 33 
| acres. Option agreement, Arviso to Kennecott Copper | 
| Corp. Land use, dry farm land at $208.33. 
Dec. 26, 1956....| (6) 4 mining claims in 8. 1 and 2, T.48., R. 13 E.; 2mining | 212, 400 | $1. 00 





claims and 23 lots in 8. 36, T.3S., R.13 E.and 8.1, T.4 
S., R. 13 E.; land in 8. 1, T. 48., R. 13 E.; land in S. 6, | 
6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29,T.48., RR. 14E. Total, | 
2,593.66 acres. Option agreement, Wilkins to Kennecott 
Copper Corp. Land use: 53 acres irrigation at $500; 
247 acres pump irrigation at $200; 502 acres bottom 
grazing, $100; 75 acres with buildings at $468.66; 124 acres | 
patented mining claims (grazing) at $100; 1,550 acres 
rangeland at $25 (average price of all grazing land in sale | 
No. 6 is $46.58 per acre). 

































| For the following sales principal meridian is Gila and Salt River base meridian. 

Notr.—Because of the scattered nature of land in sale No. 6, it is impossible to assign location proper 
credit. 

All above sales included buildings, but grantors are permitted to remove improvements on 30 days’ notice 
on sales No. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

The above sale prices indicate that other than agricultural values were considered; therefore, access to 
highway is important. 





Mr. Monrcomery. What was the date that the application was ap- 
Mr. M Mery. What the date that tl lication W ) 
proved and the patent granted ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. The date of application, November 1956, and the 
patent was issued in October of 1957, according to the information I 
have here; and then the application was revised August 26, 1957. 

Mr. Montcomery. Why was it necessary to revise the application ? 

. Bartietr. There appeared to be a question on the appraise 

Mr. B T} l to | uestion on the appraisal 
made on the selected lands. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Who raised the question, does the record show ? 

Mr. Bartterr. A man from Washington. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did the question relate to the selected lands or 
the base lands ? 
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Mr. Bartierr. The selected lands. 

Mr. Montrcomery. What was done, if anything, in regard to that? 

Mr. Barruerr. A Mr. Nye from the Bureau of Land Management 
office in Denver was called to make a reappraisal of the selected lands, 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you happen to know from the records who 

called him ? 

Mr. Bartietrr. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Mon1coMeEry. y ou don’t know whether it was a directive from 
Washington or whether the request emanated from the Phoenix office? 

Mr. Barrett. No, I don't. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did Mr. Nye in fact make another appraisal? 

Mr. Barrierr. He made an appraisal of the selected lands, 

Mr. Monrcomery. The selected lands only ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir, as far as I know he didn’t make an apprai- 
sal of the base lands. 

Mr. Montcomery. What valuation did Mr. Nye place upon the ge- 
lected lands? 

Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Nye appraised the lands at $228,500. 

Mr. Montcomery. $228,500; about how much an acre would that be? 

Mr. Bartierr. 810 acres at $150, and 1,070 acres at $100, which made 
$228,500. 

Mr. Monreomery. One parcel at $150 an acre and another at $100 
an acre ¢ 

Mr. Barruetr. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. That was against $1.50 valuation on the previous 
appraisal ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Approximately; yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Then what happened at that point, did the appli- 
cation go through ? 

Mr. Bartierr. No; the application did not go through. The records 
show that another appraisal was made by Mr. Rowland, Mr. Buzan, 
and Mr. Newell of the Bureau of Land Management office. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Does the record examined by you reffect the 
reason for such a review or who directed it ? 

Mr. Bartierr. I am not sure who directed it, but they did make an 
appraisal. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do they call that a review board ? 

Mr. Bartierr. A review board; ves. 

Mr. Montcomery. And they, in fact, made a reappraisal ? 

Mr. Bartietr. That’s right. 

Mr. Montcomery. What figure did they come up with for the 
selected lands? 

Mr. Bartietr. They changed the acreages and rates per acre. The 
base land was changed to 5,793.28 acres, and appraised at $3.50 an 
acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is the base lands? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. Regarding the selected lands, 720 acres were 
aappraised at $25 and 640 acres were appraised at $3.50, making a 
total of $20,240.40. 

(Amended application and appraisal by the Review Board fol- 
lows :) 
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AMENDED APPLICATION FOR EXCHANGE OF PRIVATELY OWNED LANDS UNDER 
SECTION 8 OF THE TAYLOR GRAZING ACT, AS AMENDED 


Serial No. 013162 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Phoeniz, Ariz., Land O fice. 

David B. Morgan, of Post Office Box 3706, Phoenix, Ariz., hereby applies to 
exchange under section 8 of the Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 
1269), as amended, and the regulations thereunder (48 CFR pt. 146), the follow- 
; g described lands in the County of Mohave, State of Arizona, Grazing District 
No. 2, with all minerals reserved : 





Subdivision Section Township tange Acres 








(i) W4NWYNEXM, E'NEWYWNEM, and 


EM4,W4NEYWNEY 7 25 N. 13 W. 50. 00 
Lot 1. 31 26 N. 13 W. 45. 92 
Lot 4, SWYNWY, SWYSEXM, and SWY4 5 26 N. 14 W. 291. 56 
EW, E4SW, E“SWY4swy . 7 26 N. 14 W. 420. 00 











Tctal 





807 






2) Lots 1 and 2, SW4SW\4 25 26 N. 14 W. 94, 27 
NWY4 23 27 N. 5 W. | 160. 00 
Lots 2 and 3, W'46NW\4 31 27 N 14 W. 155. 23 








Total 409. 50 























3) W4SWY4SW, NW, NWYSW4 7 26 N. 14 W. | 22). 00 
Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, SWYNW, W'eSW, 

and SE4%SW4% 9 26 N. 14 W. 318. 16 

Lots 1, 2,3, and4, SE4%SW\, and W'4SW\ 15 26 N. 14 W. 254. 78 

All 17 26 N. 14 W. 640. 00 

Do 21 26 N. 14 W. | 640. 00 

Lots 1, 2, and 3, SW4SWY4 23 26 N. 14 W. | 166. 00 
sW\%, NEYSE4 27 26 N. 14 







W. 200. 00 






Total 2, 438. § 








4) All. 29 26 N. 4W. 640. 00 
Do-_-_- 33 26 N. 14 W. 640. 00 

Do 35 26 N. 14 W. 640. 00 
Total : 1, 920. 00 

(5) Lot 3 5 26 N. 14 W. 57. 36 
6) SYNE, S4SE%4 7 25 N. 13 W. 160. 00 





Grand total acres, offered lands 


, 793. 28 









For the following described lands in the County of Pinal, State of Arizona, 
with all minerals to be reserve by the United States: 


| 


Subdivision Section Township | Range | Acres 







SWNWK, SWYUNEM, S46 22 


2 22 is 14 I 440 
S4SW4. SWY4SE% 23);48 14 | 120 
NWY4,NWYSEM, WI4NEM, and N'48W4 26,48 14 I 360 
N4, NEYSW, NWSE : 27; 458 14 F 440) 





Total acres, selected lands 1, 360 












The lands offered in exchange are owned by the undersigned, who is legally 
capable of making the exchange. The value of the selected lands does not ex- 
ceed the value of the offered lands. Such offered lands are not the basis of 
any other exchange, being hereby formally withdrawn from any previous ex- 
change offering. 

There is no hot, medicinal, or other spring, or any waterhole, or other body 
of water upon any legal subdivision of said lands. 

This amended application is being submitted to withdraw from the original 
exchange application the following lieu lands, which are now the subject of a 
proposed reclamation withdrawal, and to offer additional base lands in order 
to equalize values. The selected or lieu lands being dropped from said ex- 
















258 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


change are as follows: E44, NEY%NW% of sec. 21; SEY%SW% of see. 26: 
SWY4SEX%, SEYSW% of sec. 27; and NEY%NE\ of sec. 28, all in T, 4 S., R. 
14E.,G.&S. R. M., Arizona. , 
Davin B. Morgan, 
AUGUST 22, 1957 


APPAISAL REPORT (KENNECOTT COPPER CORP.) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Area 2—Arizona, 

August 28, 1957. 
Land district and serial No. Arizona 013162. 
Date of Reexamination: Offered: Aug. 1 & 2, 1957. Selected: Aug. 10, 1957, 
Name: David B. Morgan. 
Field examiner : Rowland, Buzan & Newell. 
Subject: Private Exchange (Amended). 
Date: Orig. Nov. 13, 1956; Amended Aug. 26, 1957. 
Lands involved: 

SELECTED LANDS 


T.48., R.14E., G. & S.R.M., Pinal County, Arizona: 
Sec. 22, SWYANE, SUNWK, Ske. 
Sec. 23, S44SW14, SWY%SE. 
Sec. 26, W144NEY%, NW, NYSWH, NWYSEX. 
Sec. 27, N%z, NEYSW, NUSEX. 
Total, 1360 acres. 
OFFERED LANDS 


T. 25 N., R. 13 W., G. & S.R.M., Mohave County, Arizona: 
Sec. 7, EYNEYNE4, EXWKNEYNEXM, WYANWYNEXM, S%NEX, 
SSE. 
T. 26 N., R. 13 W.: Sec. 31, lot 1. 
T.26N., R. 14 W.: 
Sec. 5, lots 3,4, SW4NW%, SW, SWY%SEM. 
Sec. 7, all. 
Sec. 9, lots 1, 2,3, 4, SWY4NW%, W%YSWH, SEYSW. 
Sec. 15, lots 1, 2, 3,4, SE4%SW%, W%SW. 
Sec. 17, all. 
Sec. 21, all. 
Sec. 23, lots 1, 2,3, SW4%4ASW. 
Sec. 25, lots 1,2, SWw44SwX. 
Sec. 27, SW, NEYSE. 
Sec. 29, all. 
Sec. 33, all. 
Sec. 35, all. 
T. 27 N., R.14 W.: Sec. 31, lots 2,3, W144NW. 
T. 27 N., R. 15 W.: Sec. 23, NW34. 
Total, 5,793.28 acres. 
REVIEW OF CASE HISTORY 


Private exchange Arizona 013162 was originally filed November 13, 1956, 
offering 807.48 acres in Mohave County, Ariz., and selecting 1,880 acres of land 
in Pinal County. The applicant, D. B. Morgan, stated on the application that 
it was being filed for the benefit of the Kennecott Copper Corp. Appraisal of 
the offered land was made by Land Examiner Kelly R. Johnson and appraisal 
of the selected land was made by Valuation Engineer Donald F. Reed. On 
January 10, 1957, reports of the two examiners were approved and a consolidated 
report was prepared by Lands and Minerals Officer Tragitt. The examiner's 
report on the offered land placed the value at $2,830.28 and examiner’s report 
on the selected land placed the value at $3,290. A report submitted by Tragitt 
reduced the value of the selected land on the basis of allowed rights-of-way and 
grazing values to a total of $2,796.50, and the lands were classified as suitable 
for exchange. This report was questioned by the land office manager and re 
ferred to the acting State supervisor who held the case until the State super- 
visor’s return. On February 5, 1957, the State supervisor returned the record 
to the land office manager with a memorandum stating that on the basis of 
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grazing value the report submitted by the lands and minerals officer appeared 
to be justified, and recommended further processing of the application. 

Publication of the exchange was completed March 8, 1957, but additional de- 
jays were encountered due to a finding that the title to the offered land con- 
tained an unacceptable reservation. This reservation was eliminated by the ap- 
plication and on June 10, 1957 a decision was prepared for signature of the 
land office manager accepting title. Before this decision was signed, the case 
was discussed with Bureau Lands Officer Hochmuth who was visiting the State 
office, and he advised that an appraisal of the lands on a grazing basis, in a 
situation where it was known that a part of the lands would be devoted to a 
higher use, was improper even though it appeared that this higher use could be 
realized only by an individual company. At the suggestion of the lands officer, 
Appraiser John Nye, of Area 3, was requested to make a special appraisal. 
The report of his appraisal was received July 11 and he placed a total value of 
$228,500, or an average of approximately $122 per acre, on the selected land. 
This appraisal was reviewed by the Appraisal Board of the Arizona State office 
and rejected as being unsupported by the facts. The board recommended an 
appraisal of $25 per acre and this proposal was submitted to the director’s office 
by memorandum of July 12. By memorandum of July 22 the director requested 
a complete review of the appraisal of both offered and selected land. Following 
reappraisal and discussion with the applicant, an amendment of the application 
was filed August 26, 1957, as described in the first paragraph of this report. The 
offered lands were reexamined August 1 and 2 by M. W. Buzan, E. H. Newell, 
and KE. I. Rowland of the State office, and the selected lands were reexamined 
August 10 by Newell and Rowland. The following is a report of the findings of 
the reexamination and reappraisal. 


SELECTED LANDS 


The selected land was identified by location of the section corner common to 
sections 21, 22, 27, and 28, T. 48., R. 14 E., Gila and Salt River meridian and 
from numbered steel powerline towers which had been accurately plotted from 
a powerline survey on a topographic map of the area. The lands are located 
along the northwestern side of the Gila River Canyon. Portions of subdivisions 
in the original application nearest the river extend into the river bottom, but 
these have been included in a proposed reclamation withdrawal for the Buttes 
Dam and Reservoir and have been eliminated in the amended application. The 
area is generally rough and broken being cut by washes 15 to 30 feet deep and up 
to several hundred feet wide which show evidence of heavy flooding. These 
washes drain southwesterly across the subject lands into the Gila River. Two 
relatively flat bench areas divided by a wash are located in sections 22 and 27. 
These have a combined area of approximately 500 acres of land suitable for de- 
velopment. The remaining area is considered to be too rough and steep for 
residential development at economic cost except for widely separated spots which 
would accommodate a few houses. 

Soils are arid and extremely rocky. None of the land is suitable for any 
type of agricultural development. The vegetative cover is estimated to have an 
average density of 0.2 and is composed of palo verde, cacti, catclaw, creosote 
bush, and miscellaneous perennial shrubs and grasses. Annual species are pro- 
duced in seasons of favorable rainfall. Carrying capacity for livestock is esti- 
mated as one to two head per section per year. There is no evidence of minerals 
of value and no sign of any mining claims or prospecting work. The possibilities 
of obtaining water by drilling of wells on the selected land remaining in the 
amended application is remote. According to information obtained during the 
investigation, no successful wells have been drilled in this section of the Gila 
River Canyon outside of the riverbed. 


POTENTIAL USE OF SELECTED LAND 


The selected land is located midway between the existing towns of Ray and 
Hayden which are approximately 23 miles apart. The Kennecott Corp. mines 
are located in the vicinity of Ray and a new smelter is under construction at 
Hayden. Mr. A. P. Morris, general manager for the Ray Mines Division, Kenne- 
cott Copper Corp., advised the examiners that a contract with the Arizona Smelt- 
ing & Refining Co. for concentrating the Ray ore will expire in 1958. The new 
smelter is being constructed by Kennecott and the company will operate it fol- 
lowing expiration of the contract. 
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Present housing facilities at Ray and Hayden are neither adequate nor gyf.- 
ficiently attractive to induce new employees to consider permanent residence. 
Since the company will add a considerable number of employees to operate the 
smelter, they find it necessary to build additional and more desirable housing, 
Mr. Morris indicated that approximately 600 residences will be built. Upon 
consummation of this exchange application the lands will be conveyed, without 
charge, to John W. Galbreath & Co,, a building contractor who has ap 
agreement with Kennecott Corp. to construct low-cost homes on the area. These 
will be offered for sale to company employees at the cost of development and 
construction plus approximately 5 percent commission to the construction com- 
pany. There will be no charge to the new homeowner for the land itself. This 
information was obtained from Mr. Morris of the Kennecott Copper Corp. and 
confirmed by Mr. Orme Lewis, of Lewis, Roca, Scoville & Beauchamp, attorneys 
for the Galbreath Co. ; 

For purposes of planning, the Galbreath Co. sent questionnaires to 1,078 
families residing in the local communities of Ray, Hayden, Sonora, and San 
Pedro to determine whether present residents of those towns would be interesteg 
in purchasing a home in the new area. This represented a sampling of about 
one-third of the total population. Copies of the questionnaire are enclosed, 
Replies were received from only 25 percent and of these only 27 percent indi- 
cated an interest in purchasing a new home at a price in the neighborhood of 
$8,900, with a low downpayment and monthly payments of approximately $69, 
Highteen percent of the individuals who replied indicated that they would be 
interested in a new location and that if all questionnaires had been answered 
that site. It is probable that the majority of those failing to reply are not 
interested in a new location and that if all questionnair s had been answered 
a much smaller percentage would have indicated a desire to move to the new 
location. On the basis of this questionnaire it appears that few of the present 
residents of this area are interested in a new location. The Kennecott Copper 
Corp. has found it impracticable for the company to attempt to operate rental 
housing for its employees and at the present time it holds no residences which 
are rented, although in the town of Ray the land is held by the company be 
cause of its possible future use in the actual mining operation. 


APPRAISAL: SELECTED LANDS 


The Kennecott Copper Corp. has purchased or optioned all of the privately 
owned lands and water rights along the Gila River between the towns of Ray 
and Hayden. Certain of these lands in the river bottom have been cultivated 
and irrigated for a considerable number of years and include ranch head- 
quarters for livestock operations. The sales and option agreements are listed 
in. Appraiser Nye’s report. These show prices ranging from $25 per acre for 
range lands to $500 per acre for irrigated lands. Mr. Norris of the Kennecott 
Corp. explained to the examiners that due to smoke damage suits which would 
result from operation of the smelter the corporation found it absolutely neces- 
sary to acquire control of all of the privately owned lands and that under these 
circumstances it was in a weak position to bargain with the owners. The 
variation in price paid for identical types of land to various owners is indicative 
of the fact that the price was dependent almost entirely on the owner’s de- 
mand. Rangeland of very similar character was purchased at prices rang- 
ing from approximately $25 to $50 per acre. These sales and option agree- 
ments in some cases included an entire ranching operation with water rights 
and improvements, which provided the means of livelihood of the former owner. 
No other sales of land of similar character in the area could be located. 
Ranch and farm lands have been in stable ownership for a considerable number 
of years in this section of Arizona. A very considerable element of compulsion, 
therefore, is evident in the transections reported by Mr. Nye. As indicated in 
that report the company has purchased patented lands which could be utilized 
for construction of the residence area; however, Mr. Morris explained that the 
lands which they own and which are suitable for development lie near the 
river bottom and would be less desirable than the lands selected in this exchange 
due to temperature differences and possible drainage problems. 

No support was found on the reinvestigation for Mr. Nye’s statement that 
there are 400 families in Ray and Sonora who want to acquire small tracts for 
homesites. We feel that the questionnaire previously described heavily dis- 
counts any such interest. It would undoubtedly cost an individual a great deal 
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more to develop a small tract in this area than to purchase a home planned for 
construction by the Galbreath Co. Lots will be available for sale to individuals 
who prefer to build their own homes at cost of development plus a profit to the 
contracting company of 5 percent or less. These lots will have utilities avail- 
able, streets developed and will be reauy for immediate home construction, in 
addition, the Kennecott Copper Corp. controls the water rights on the Gila River 
and on the land along the river where successful wells might be developed. An 
owner of land in the area of the selection would be entirely dependent upon the 
corporation for water supply. 

Fair market value is luterpreted as, “The value in use to persons generally in 
contradistinction to value and use to a particular person.” In this instance it 
appears that the selected land has value in use for purposes higher than grazing 
ouly to the Kennecott Copper Corp. This value, however, is the direct result 
of the relationship between the location and topographic character of the selected 
land and the location of the ore deposit at Ray, and it is believed that the land 
would have equal value to any other operator of the ore deposit. A higher valu- 
ation of that part of the land suitable for homesite development is therefore be- 
lieved justified. The operation at Ray has a definitely limited life due to eventual 
exhaustion of a nonrenewable resource. The ore deposit is described as low grade 
and the profit margin of about 10 percent on the investment, as compared to the 
risk, is relatively small. A drop in the copper market could easily make mining 
economically infeasible. During the depression of the 1930’s the mine was com- 
pletely shut down for a period of 4 years and abandonment was considered, 
Upon exhaustion of the ore body or earlier abandonment of the operation due 
to economic considerations, it is believed that the towns of Ray, Sonora, and 
Hayden as well as any develpment on the selected lands would be quickly 
abandoned. The area does not have other resources or advantages, such as a 
recreational potential, which would justify a continuing economic development. 
The population of the existing towns and the proposed townsite will be com- 
posed of persons employed by Kennecott plus persons who serve and supply 
them. The size of Kennecott’s operation will determine the size of the de- 
pendent communities. 

The selected land has value solely because of its location with respect to the 
deposit of minerals at Ray. There are numerous examples in Arizona and 
throughout the Western States of once thriving mining towns which have been 
completely abandoned as a result of exhaustion of the ore supply. Jerome, 
Ariz., is one of the most recent examples, having been abandoned in 1953. 
Jerome had advantages not present in the Ray-Hayden area such as location on 
a main State highway and proximity to important recreational areas; yet today 
it is classified as a ghost town. Mr. A. P. Morris indicated that the operation at 
Ray had a minimum anticipated life of 20 years barring changes in economic 
conditions which might prevent operation. 

The corporation, admittedly under considerable pressure, paid from $25 to $50 
per acre for rangelands of similar and poorer quality. The cost of developing 
the selected area into homesites will be high due to the unavailability of labor 
and materials. A new highway is under construction extending across the 
selected land a distance of approximately 1144 miles. Access to this highway 
will be simple insofar as the above-described portion of the selected land is con- 
cerned since the highway will be at approximately the same grade as the land 
which it crosses. A value of $25 per acre is being assigned to an area of 720 
acres. Of this approximately 500 acres are suitable for development. The cost 
to the applicant for acquisition of the usable acreage is therefore apnroximately 
$40 per acre. On the basis of location with respect to a known ore deposit. 
sales records, and potential use, that portion of the selected land which is suit- 
able for development of homesites is considered to have a fair market value of 
$25 per acre. This area is described by legal subdivision as follows: 


T.48., R. 14 B., Gila and Salt River meridian: 
Sec. 22, SWYUNEY, SEYNWY, Si. 
Sec. 27, WUNEWU, NW, NEYUSWH. NWSE. 


On the remainder of the selected land the new road will cross a series of cuts 
and fills which would make access very difficult and expensive. The remaining 
land in the selection is considered to have little or no potential for any use 
higher than grazing, and its grazing value is extremely low. Acquisition of the 
area, however, will aid in blocking up the ownership of the corporation and may 
provide sites for location of pipe and power lines or other facilities. Plottage 
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is therefore considered as adding to the basic grazing value of about $1.50 per 
acre. On these bases the remainder of the selected land is appraised at $3.50 
per acre. 

OFFERED LAND 


The offered lands were identified by locating official survey monuments on 
the ground and from existing maps. These lands are located in the Musie Moun- 
tains, Arizona Grazing District 2, along the southwestern boundary of the Hualpaij 
Indian Reservation in Mohave County, Ariz. The topography is hilly to moun- 
tainous and the soils are generally thin and rocky with frequent limestone out- 
croppings. The original vegetation on the area was a juniper type with Scattered 
piion. More than half of the offered land has been burned in a series of fires 
over the past several years and the juniper and pifiion have been completely killed 
On the burned areas scrub oak, ceanothus, silk tassle, and other shrubs are 
dominant. An understory of perennial grasses, principally side-oats grama, blue 
grass, and black grass, exists in varying density. Carrying capacity for liye 
stock is estimated to range from two animal units per section on the lower un- 
burned areas to eight animal units per section on the higher lands where precipi- 
tation is greater. Portions of the area are accessible over unimproved roads but 
most of the lands can be reached only by foot or horseback. The lands were 
originally granted to the Atlantic & Pacific Railroad Co. and form a checkerboard 
pattern interspersed with public domain lands. Transfer of title to these lands 
to the United States will result in blocking up in relatively solid Federal owner- 
ship an area of reasonably good range. Control of the alternate sections will 
benefit the range management function and permit improved management of 
the public lands which exist in the area. Due to mountainous character and in- 
accessibility, it appears that the lands have no foreseeable potential value higher 
than grazing use. 

APPRAISAL: OFFERED LANDS 


The records of Mohave County show that the offered lands were included in a 
sale from the Santa Fe Railroad Co. to Ben Joy, which was completed May 22, 
1956. Average price of the lands, according to Interanl Revenue stamps, was 82 
cents per acre. According to information obtained by the examiners, this was 
the conclusion of a purchase contract made several years previously and probably 
was not representative of the price in 1956. The records show that on April 4, 
1956, Ben Joy sold the lands to Truman Albertson at an average price of $2.5 
per acre and that on April 14, 1956, Albertson sold the lands to D. B. Morgan, 
applicant in this exchange, for approximately $3.50 per acre. Numerous recent 
sales of land in Mohave County were found of record at prices ranging from $2.50 
per acre to $25 per acre. Character of the land, or its potential for development 
appear to have little influence on the price paid and in several cases the same 
tract of land was found to have changed hands several times within a short period, 
the price being multiplied with each transaction. The examiners believe that 
the principal reason for this speculation is the fact that certain individuals have 
promoted the idea of purchasing these lands for future exchange with the Bureau 
of Land Management. Reports have been made to the Phoenix office that some 
of these lands locators have advised the potential purchaser that exchanges may 
be made on an acre-for-acre basis irrespective of value of the land. Lands which 
are no more accessible and of probably lower grazing value than the lands offered 
in this exchange have been recently sold in Mohave County for $20 to $25 per 
acre. The Bureau’s only continuing management function in this area is grazing 
and it therefore follows that a value greater than the grazing value cannot be 
placed upon these lands for purposes of exchange. If the lands have a higher 
value for some purpose other than grazing, their acquisition by the United States 
is not justified. The average carrying capacity is estimated to be approximately 
6 animal units per section or 72 animal unit months per section. Commercial 
forage of this type can be obtained in this area at $1.50 per animal unit month, 
Capitalizing this value at 5 percent results in a value per acre of $3.30. Other 
means of calculation of value, based on grazing, results in values in the vicinity of 
$3.50 per acre and the offered lands are therefore appraised at that value. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Appraisal of selected land : 
7T.48., R. 14 E., Gila and Salt River meridian 


Sec. 22, SW144NE\Y, SEYNWH, S84; sec. 27, WYNEY, NW, 


NE4SW%, NW%Y%SEX; 720 acres @ $25_.---------.._------ $18, 000 
See. 22, SW1ANW%; sec. 23, SKHYSWH%, SWYSEYX; sec. 26, 
WKLNEXM, NW, NYSWH, NWY%SEX; sec. 27, EANEY, 
ee ent: * ORR CC POR... CD BIOs, asisessstan carsenpsiteadinin esti eiaeeiancesideaedsh 2, 240 
FI ae crcrcctesencnee ss eoeenenereisareomnansientinn cnapeseoarininsoss eaenabenenanseensthinenisnninnas 20, 240 
Appraisal of offered land: 5798.28 acres, at $3.50__---------------- 20, 276. 48 


The offered lands are appraised at a value slightly exceeding the value of the 
selected land. Acquisition of the offered land will aid in consolidating Federal 
holdings in a checkerboard area within Arizona Grazing District 2, thus facil- 
itating range management activities. Disposal of the selected lands, which are 
not within a grazing district nor within any Federal project, will not adversely 
affect any public program and will be of benefit to the economy of the locality 
and the State. Consummation of the exchange as finally amended is believed 
to be in the public interest and the selected land is therefore classified as suitable 
for exchange. It is recommended that action be taken to complete processing of 
the application at the earliest possible time. 

E. I. ROWLAND. 
M. W. Buzan. 
EUGENE H. NEWELL. 

Number of questionnaires mailed: Ray, 361; Sonoro, 254. 

An immediate response will be appreciated. 

John W. Galbreath & Co. is contemplating a new housing project in the area 
between Ray and Hayden (complete with new business district, schools, and 
churches). In order for us to intelligently plan the size of our program, we need 
to know certain information from the present residents in Ray, Sonora, Hayden, 
and San Pedro. 

Will you please answer the following questions and return the questionnaire 
our office. A self-addressed stamped envelope is furnished for your convenience. 

j. Are you buying the house where you now live? 


Yes No 








Ppabecs cn dencncesccen won ec ccccescncececesorcecnccnesececesecncccessosece 103 38 


eect Ardicierinatin cal webtrintoes enerehenenesenipanaacscites des toa chap intschcesnin asin cenhesdaceeinaienceaaaescel 6 32 





2. If new houses are built in a new townsite (between Ray and Hayden) 
at a price in the neighborhood of $8,900 per house, with monthly payments of 
approximately $69 per month and a low downpayment, do you plan to buy a 
new house? 





i 
os. ‘ édex 32 | 4 
Sonora. _-- a tea ; 


If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is yes, please answer questions 3a and 3b. 


3a. Will you plan to sell your present house when the new house is ready 
for you? 











Ray... j , ‘ . pasha 13 | 22 
Sonora. __. : , ra | 
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Sb. Will you retain the ownership of your present house and rent it to others? 


Yes No 


Ray-....- j ae . Stead anas 13 


Sonora fame . ca eae : wt 8 


4. Would you desire to buy a vacant lot in the new Ray townsite and move your 
present house to the new Sonora townsite? 


Ray eet tt ; ers Er cia eee | 4} gn 


Sonora wt des in soins osig gui ciilatarnelegi oe dedeianabanareionmatinids . . | 3 31 


Certain houses cannot be moved due to the type of construction. Also certain 
houses are not worth moving to the new townsite. They will be zoning restrie. 
tions on older houses coming into the new townsite. 

5. Additional remarks: Requests for: Drugstore (1), grocery store (2), variety 
store (1), beauty shop (1), hotel (1), motel (1), gas station (1). 

JOHN W. GALBREATH & Co. 
By JACK NAYLOR. 


JULY 19, 1957, 
Number of questionnaires mailed: Heyden and San Pedro, total 463. 

An immediate response will be appreciated. 

John W. Galbreath & Co. is contemplating a new housing project in the area 
between Ray and Hayden (complete with new business district, schools, and 
churches). In order for us to intelligently plan the size of our program, we 
need to know certain information from the present residents in Ray, Sonora, 
Hayden, and San Pedro. 

Will you please answer the following questions and return the questionnaire 
to our office. A self-addressed stamped envelope is furnished for your conven- 
ience. 

1. Are you buying the house where you now live? 


Havden _- : ame “ oe | 44 | 14 
San Pedro _- ; Tae i ; a 13 20 


2. If new houses are built in a new townsite (between Ray and Hayden) ata 
price in the neighborhood of $8,900 per house, with monthly payments of approxi- 
mately $69 per month and a low downpayment, do you plan to buy a new house? 


Yes No 


Hayden ne a eo / aes ale sane <n 16 39 
San Pedro-__- ‘ _ call ll 21 


If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is “Yes,” please answer questions 3a and 3b. 
3a. Will you plan to sell your present house when the new house is ready 
for you? 


Hayden 7 ae | 8 | 2 
San Pedro... a we 5 | 
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8p, Will you retain the ownership of your present house and rent it to others? 


Yes No 


Hayden. -- - -- - --- ---- - 5 0) 
San Pedro . -_ 5 eae 5 | ll 


—_—— ' . - “ - = 


4, Would you desire to buy a vacant lot in the new townsite and move your 
present house to the new townsite? 


Hayden . asa sii cn plies 0 | 40 
San Pedro - -<-- — eceseuness=} 0 x7 


| | 
a —_ — Seeman ening 


Certain houses cannot be moved due to the type of construction. Also certain 
houses are not worth moving to the new townsite. There will be zoning re- 
strictions on older houses coming into the new townsite. 

5. Additional remarks: Requests for: Drug store (1), grocery store, (2), 
yariety store (1), beauty shop (1), hotel (1), motel (1), gas station (1). 

JOHN W. GALBREATH Co., 
By JAcK NAYLOR. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you make any attempt to obtain evidence 
relating to the value of the lands in this case, both the selected and 
the base ? 

Mr. Barrtetr. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, let’s discuss the selected lands first. 

Mr. Barrierr. The selected lands. 

Mr. Monrcomery. What did you do then ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Checked Pinal County records, and found some 
sales in the area. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Were there sales in the area fairly close to the 
selected lands in this case ? 

Mr. Barrurrr. That is right. 

Mr. Montgomery. What do those records reflect ? 

Mr. Barrett. I will read the schedule here. 

R. O. Miller and wife sold 1.375 acres at the rate of $40 an acre to 
D.O. Shartzer and wife in September of 1951. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s get that date. 

Mr. Bartierr. September of 1951 

Mr. Moss. September of 1951? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. D. O. Shartzer and wife? 

Mr. Montrcomery. The seller is R. O. Miller and wife, I believe. 

Mr. Bartietrr. Yes, sold to D. O. Shartzer. 

Mr. Moss. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Bartietr. R. O. Miller and wife sold 156.60 acres at $70.20 to 
M.S. W ilkins and wife in December of 1951. 

Joseph Real sold 120 acres at $16.66 an acre to B. S. and G. 
Arbizo in January of 1952. 

©. F. and M. L. McBride sold 15 acres at $166.66 an acre to C. C. 
and A. E. Browning in May of 1954. 

H. R. and E. E. ‘Stephens sold 40 acres at $87.50 an acrea to L. P. 
and M. E. Sartos, Jr., in April of 1955. 


S. 
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B. S. Arbizo and wife sold to Kennecott Copper Corp. in March 
of 1957, 120 acres for $208.33. 

W. Fields and wife sold 210 acres for $309.52 an acre to Kennecott 
Copper Corp. in April of 1957. 

L. H. Reid and R. G. Pierce and wife sold 169 acres for $150 an 
acre to Kennecott Copper Corp. in October of 1957. 

D. O. Shartzer and wife sold 2,310.06 acres for $131.09 an acre to 
Kennecott Copper Corp. in November of 1957. 

H. T. Stephens and wife sold 35 acres at $457 an acre to Kennecott 
Copper Corp. in November of 1957. 

H. Mercer and wife sold 40 acres at $225 an acre to Kennecott Cop- 
per Corp. in November of 1957. 

J. F. Fay and wife sold 40 acres at $225 an acre to Kennecott Cop- 
per Corp. in November of 1957. 

J. R. Pierce and wife sold 40 acres at $225 an acre to Kennecott 
Copper Corp. in November of 1957. 

John H. Page Land Co. sold 159.47 acres at $47.03 an acre to Ken- 
necott Copper Corp. in January 1957. 

Mr. Montcomery. Will you indicate generally, Mr. Bartlett, the 
area on the map where these sales or the ‘land involved in these sales 
were located with relation to the selected lands ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is Township 4 South, Range 14 East, it would 
be in this area right here. [Indicating map. ] 

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Will you now point out the selected lands again! 

Mr. Bartierr. This blue area right here. 

Mr. Monteomery. Right in nti circle? 

Mr. Bartterr. That is right. 

Mr. Montcomery. All of these sales you have recited are in that 
area ? 

Mr. Bartietr. Right in here, Township 4 South, Range 14 East, 
and Township 5 South, Range 14 East, which would be right in here. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, do you know whether these sales were con- 
sidered by any of the appraisers who made these various appraisals 
on this land ? 

Mr. Barttetr. Yes, five or six of these sales were considered by Mr. 
Nye in making his appraisal. 

‘Mr. Montcomery. You are not able to identify exactly which ones 
he considered ? 

Mr. Bartiett. I might be able to locate it from my—— 

Mr. Montcomery. Well, we will get that in the record from another 
source. 

Let me ask you this, did either of the other appraisers consider 
these sales? 

Mr. Bartierr. To my knowledge, no. 

Mr. Montcomery. There was no evidence in the record that they 
were considered ? 

Mr. Bartert. That’s right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did: you find any other evidence that would give 
any indication of value of lands in that area? 

Mr. Barrierr. Mr. John E. McCarthy, the chief deputy Pinal 
County assessor of Florence, Ariz., said land in Pinal County is not 
appraised for less than $10 an acre. 

Mr. Montcomery. Appraised or assessed ? 
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Mr. Barrierr. Appraised. In other words, assessed at $1 per 
acre, With appraised value of $10. 

Mr. Moss. Has he certified to a 1-to-10 ratio on assessment versus 
ap yraisal ? ‘ 

Mr. Barrietr. Yes. He said the assessed value was from 10 to 11 
percent of the actual value, and then they don’t have assessed valu- 
ations for anything less than a dollar, which would be at least $10 
of actual value. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you have any information, or were you able to 
find any information on the deal between Morgan and Kennecott with 
respect to the acquisition of these lands ? 

Mr. Bartterr. I interviewed a Mr. Richard Fennemore who is, I 
understand, an attorney for Kennecott, here in Phoenix and he said 
that Kennecott paid Morgan approximately $25 an acre for the se- 
lected lands. 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. Was he able to procure any records to document 
his statement ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, he contacted the controller of the corporation 
and ‘he furnished me a photostatic copy of some information backing 
up his statement that they paid Morgan at least $25 an acre. 

Mr. Montgomery. Mr. Chairman, that photostat of the record re- 
ferred to by Mr. Bartlett will be presented when Mr. Fennemore ar- 
rives to testify as to these transactions. 

Mr. Moss. This is a total of 1,360 acres? 

Mr, Barrett. 1,360 acres, yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And they paid a price not less than $25 average per acre ? 

Mr. Bartierr. If I remember, it was not less than $25. 

Mr. Moss. That will be testified to by Mr. Fennemore ? 

Mr. Barrierr. That will show exactly what Kennecott paid Mr. 
Morgan for the land. 

Mr. Moss. What does the record of the Pinal County recorder’s office 
show ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. As to what, sir? 

Mr. Moss. As to the value assigned by document stamps when the 
deed was recorded. 

Mr. Barrierr. That is where we got this information here. 

Mr. Moss. I mean on the 1,860 acres patented to Mr. Morgan by the 
Government when he transferred it to Kennecott. 

Mr. Bartierr. That information isn’t on here. 

Mr. Moss. No, it would be subsequent to these transactions. We 
haven’t that information ? 

Mr. Bartietr. No, we don’t have it here. 

Mr. Moss. Will you undertake to get that for us? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And send it to me in Washington. 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. We will hold the record open at this point to receive that 
information. 

Mr. Montrcomery. And also, Mr. Chairman, if I might add, there is 
going to be other supplemental information requested from the Kenne- 


cott records with regard to this transaction which will have to be sup- 
plied later. 
Mr. Moss. All right. 


54676—60—pt. 1 18 
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(The information was supplied, as follows :) 

(Exchange No. 013162, covering lands in T.4S., R. 14 E., and T.5S.,R.15 5£. 
the contract price per acre was $25 ($34,000 for the 1.860 acres involved). 

(See information supplied for the record by R. M. Fennemore at p. 275.) 

Mr. Montecomery. Is that all the evidence you were able to aceu- 
mulate on the values of the selected lands ? 

Mr. Barrtetr. Yes. 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you get similar information concerning the 
base lands? 

Mr. Bartietr. I used the same information that was used for the 
other case, which is in the same area. 

Mr. Moss. It is in the same area as the- 

Mr. Bartierr. As the black and blue area there on the map. 

Mr. Moss. As the lands involved in the Evans-Morgan transaction ? 

Mr. Bartierr. No, it would be in the Lawrence-Stegall transaction. 

Mr. Moss. The Lawrence-Stegall transaction ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. We used the same sales. 

Mr. Moss. Is that the blue area to the north of the Lawrence-Stegall 
base lands? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. We had comparisons around that 
area so we used those for comparison purposes. 

Mr. Moss. It would be generally the same value—this is a trans- 
action of about the same period ? 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. Well, let’s see, Lawrence-Stegall was 
a little bit ahead of that, but we have some information of the values 
in 1956. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, what is the form of the statement of the appraiser of 
Pinal County, is that a letter to you? 

Mr. Bartiett. No, he just made the remark when we were looking 
at some of the records there. 

Mr. Moss. Will you secure for me a signed statement from him as to 
the appraisal practices in the county in relationship of appraised 
value to assessed value ? 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. The record will be open at this point to receive that in- 
formation. 

(The statement follows :) 





PINAL COUNTY ASSESSOR, 
Florence, Ariz., January 27, 1960. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The general assessment on mountainous land, nonadjacent to industrial prop- 
erty of the Kennecott Copper Co., is assessed at $1 per acre, approximately 10 
percent of the market value of subject land. 

Wyty Parsons, Assessor. 


By J. E. McCartuy, Deputy. 
No assessment in Pinal County is for less than $1 per acre. The assessment 
on grazing and desert land varies from $1 per acre to $5 per acre. This does not 
take into consideration any speculative value for desert homesites or other 
purposes. 
Wry Parsons, Assessor. 
Mr. Montcomery. Do you have any other evidence that you have 
collected in regard to this transaction ? 
Mr. Barrierr. If I remember, that’s all—there was a State sale in 
March of 1959 which was considerably after that time. 
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Mr. Monvcomery. Where was that, in the area of the selected lands 
or the base lands? 

Mr. Barruerr. That was in the selected lands, T. 4 S., R. 14 E. 

Mr. Montcomery. About how far is that from the selected lands? 

Mr. Barruertr. That is real close to it. 

Mr. Montrcomery. That was a sale in 1959? 

Mr. Bartuerr. 1959. 

Mr. Monrcomery. How much was that? 

Mr. Bartterr. The cost was $62.50 per acre. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. That was an appraisal or a sale ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. A sale. The appraisal was for $3,000. 

Mr. Moss. That was a State sale? 

Mr. Barruetr. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Is the sale of property of that type in Arizona at auction, 
or what is the manner ? 

Mr. Bartverr. That was at auction, public sale. 

Mr. Moss. How many acres was it 

Mr. Barrierr. 120 acres. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hotfman ? 

Mr. Horrman. None of the land on which you have given these 
figures about sales was in either the selected or the base area lands? 

Mr. Barrierr. Not on it, it is close around it. 

Mr. Horrman. On the outside? 

Mr. Bartuerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I think that’s all. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. I notice it says this Mr. Nye is from the Denver area 
office. Before these we have been working out of the Utah office. Is 
this something different in this case than it was in the other cases, 
or not ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. I don’t know why they called Mr. Nye instead of 
somebody from Salt Lake. 

Mr. Smirn. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett. 

The next witness is Mr. Fennemore. 


TESTIMONY OF RICHARD FENNEMORE, ATTORNEY, REPRESENTING 
KENNECOTT COPPER CORP. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to 
give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Fennemore. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Fennemore. My name is Richard Fennemore. 

Mr. Monrcomrery. Mr. Fennemore, you are the attorney represent- 
ing Kennecott Copper Corp. ? 

Mr. Fennemore. I am a member of the firm that represents Kenne- 
cott, I handle most of the business. 

Mr. Monrcomery. As such, you are familiar with the transaction 
involving the exchange of lands in exchange case No. 013162? That's 
the lands that were acquired by Kennecott near their mining opera- 
tions. 
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Mr. Fennemore. I am not familiar with any of those cases as such. 

Mr. Monveomery. I will ask you this, are you familiar with the 
arrangements made by Kennecott Copper Corp. to acquire lands in 
that area ? 

Mr. Fennemore. Yes, I am familiar with that. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Will you tell this committee the nature of the 
arrangement or agreement ? 

Mr. Fennemore. Well, the arrangement we had with—vwell, it w; 
actually Mr. Morgan, we addressed - it to John Page Land Co, which 
was the name under which they did business, and where we wanted 
a particular parcel of land we would give him a description of the 
land and he would then get us a price per acre for getting that land 
on an exchange basis, including his services. Those prices have ranged 
from $20 an acre in 1948 to $25 an acre, I think, in 1956. Then how 
he divided it up into cases we don’t know. 

Mr. Montcomery. But this transaction having been completed i in 
1957, this would probably fall within the category of $25 an acre? 

Mr. Fennemore. I think it would, yes, at that time. 

Mr. Moss. Now, let’s tie that down more specifically. My under- 
standing is that you have general knowledge of this. Is this a $25 per 
acre minimum ? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, it was $25 an acre. 

Mr. Moss. Average ? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, assuming that was on that particular order, 
at that time we were paying $25 an acre to him for the land. 

Mr. Moss. There was an element of hesitancy in the response to Mr. 
Montgomery’s question. I want it very clear as to whether or not 
it is your testimony that you paid $25 an acre for the 1,360 acres ac- 
quired on behalf of Kennecott by Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Fennemore. That is what we paid him for it, yes. 

Mr. Moss. Fine. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Do you have with you the photostatic copy of 
the record that you gave Mr. Bartlett which shows the-—— 

Mr. Fennemore. I do not. They found me at home; I found my 
wife was quite sick and I came home and the xy called me there and I 
came right over. I just live a few blocks from here. 

Mr. Montcomery. I believe you have been in communication with 
officials of Kennecott Copper Corp. in connection with this congres- 
sional inquiry ? 

Mr. Fennemorr. That’s right. 

Mr. MontTcomMery. And they were willing to undertake an analysis 
of all these exchange transactions and furnish the committee for its 
records the price per acre paid to Mr, Morgan for each one of these 
tracts of land broken down into application numbers ? 

Mr. Fennemorr. We could do that if you could give us the appli- 

cation number and the land covered by that. Wee ‘ould then trace it 
bs ack to our original order and give you the exact price that they 
agreed to pay for that par ticular land. You see, our price included 

in most cases all of the services he had to render. 

Mr. Monteomery. You didn’t break down the services ? 

Mr. Fe nNEMORE. I think in the later cases he made a charge of 
$250, $500, and some $750, which was labeled fees or attorneys > fees, 

Mr. "Monroomery. In case there was no label on it, how caulk the 
Kennecott Copper Corp. carry it on their books? 
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Mr. FenNemore. On our ae anything paid for land was carried 
as cost of land, for income tax purposes—wh: ut we paid not only for 
the property itself but for any services in acquiring it. Internal 
Revenue requires us to take that into the cost. 

Mr. Moss. Doesn’t that make it difficult for Mr. Morgan if he sells 
it to you just as a parcel of property to break down that which would 
be subject to capital gains and that which would be subject to regular 
income ? 

Mr. Fennemort. I always assumed he had capital gains. I thought 
at one time maybe that’s w hy they were doing it, then I thought about 
this dealer in land. I never understood why it was stated, but it wa 
stated so much an acre plus attorneys’ fees. 

Mr. Horrman. An acre? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, for the whole price; $250 or $500 or $750, 
and it apparently had very little relation to the number of acres, be- 
cause one case was four or five thousand acres, $750 fees, and another 
one for a relativ ely small number of acres would be $500. The fee 

was not an appreciable part of the total amount we paid. 

Mr. Montcomery. What did the Kennecott Copper Corp. want with 
these lands? 

Mr. Fennemore. It varied. In 1958 we acquired some land for 
dumping purposes. That mine up there is an open pit mine and we 
have from 2 to 3 tons of waste for each ton of ore we take out. 

Mr. Monteomery. It is a tailing dump? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, tailing is in connection with the concentrate. 
These are plain waste, dirt we take out with not enough copper in it 
to process it and we have to dump it, and the closer we can dump it 
to the mine the better it is. 

Later, land was bought for the purpose of building additions to 
the plant at Hayden. 

Mr. Montcomery. The plant; you mean, is it a smelter? 

Mr. Fennemore. The smelter and the concentrator. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, these lands selected by Kennecott naturally 
were very close to their mining operations and also to the towns of 
Hayden and Ray, and those other mining towns in the area ? 

Mr. Fennemore. That’s true. That occurs to me, too. We got 
some additional lands on which they put the town of Kearney which 
is a new town which was put between Ray and Hayden for the pur- 
pose of accommodating employees. We had run out of land for 
townsites. 

Mr. Monrcomery. It was a new town and not the moving of a 
town ? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, it was a completely new town. We acquired 
the land, turned it over to John B. Galbert & Co., who built the town. 
They are still building the town, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Montcomery. That town is being built on lands selected and 
purchased from the Government through Mr. Morgan ? 

Mr. Fennemore. That’s correct; that is, Kennecott in turn sold 
the land to Galbert and he developed the townsite. 

Mr. Montcomery. To your knowledge did Kennecott Copper Corp. 
purchase any lands in this area from sources other than the United 
States through this exchange process? 


Mr. Fennemore. Yes, some lands have been bought from private 
individuals. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Do you have any information on the prices paid 
by Kennecott for those lands? 

Mr. Fennemore. Those prices varied. My recollection is it ae on 
the basis of about $25 an acre for range land, either $100 or $200 an 
acre for river bottom. 

Mr. Monrcomery. These are from private owners? 

Mr. Fennemore. Then I think as high as $500 an acre for irri- 
gated lands that had water rights. 

Mr. Monteomery. We have here a record of a transaction in which 
Kennecott Copper Corp. obtained some land from B.S. Arbizo and 
wife, that was 120 acres of land, for which it paid $25,000 according 
to the records. I suppose that would be bottom land. Where would 
bottom land be located ? 

Mr. Fennemore. Along the river bottom, but without water rights 
on that. 

Mr. Montcomery. This land that I referred to is located in see, 34, 
T.48.,R.14 E. Would that legal description suggest to you whether 
or not it was actually bottom land or not ? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, that wouldn’t tell me that. I don’t remember 
the Arbizo land, $25,000 for 120 acres. 

Mr. Montreomery. Yes, that is the information we have from the 
county recorder’s office. 

Mr. Bartierr. That would be about $200 an acre, then, so that 
probably was bottom land. 

Mr. Moss. It is alongside the railroad, wherever that is, there is 
120-foot right-of-way there, I imagine it is a railroad. 

Mr. Fennemors. Could be. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you recall anything about a transaction with 
W. Fields and wife for 210 acres of land at $65,000 ¢ 

Mr. Fennemore. There again I don’t remember the exact land, but 
we bought all of that at about the same time. 

Mr. Montcomery. In fact, Mr. Fennemore, all the records that we 
have of purchases by Kennecott from private owners indicates a much 
higher price to the private owners than the price that you paid the 
Government through Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Fennemore. Well, the price we paid for that, I think you will 
find the rangeland, which is what we were buying from the Govern- 
ment, we paid the same price for, and most of those ranches have 
both bottom land—some of them have water rights, and if they have 
water rights it is more valuable, but the ordinary rangeland isn’t 
worth what we paid for it, but we were acquiring—we had gone to a 
man to buy his farm principally because we were building a smelter 
and the stuff that was in close we thought we could pick it up and 
we would get away from potential damage suits because of smelter 
smokes. We had to buy everything a man had in order to get the 
land. We had to take his irrigated and cultivated area, and he . would 
want to throw in the rangeland. My recollection is, but we would 
have to check this against the records actu: ally, that the going price 
for rangeland was $25 an acre, because that’s about what we had been 
paying Mr. Morgan for it. 

Mr. Montcomery. Roughly how many people live in that area, 
quite a number of small towns and some fairly large towns in there 
close to this mine operation ? 
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Mr. Fennemore. I have no idea. 

Mr. Monteom ERY. Quite a number of people? 

Mr. Fennemore. Most of them, there 1s a town of Hayden which is 
immediately adjacent to the concentrating plant, and the town of Ray 
immediately adjacent to the mine. There is 23 miles apparently be- 
tween the two, and there is the new town of Kearney. 

Mr. Monrcomery. It would seem there might be a demand for some 
of the land in and around that area for homesite purposes for people 
who live in that area, business people, mine workers, and so forth. 

Mr. Fennemore. Outside of the town of Kearney, I don’t know 
of any. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You don’t know of any activity at 
area / 

Mr. Fennemore. Not for townsite purposes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. For homesite purposes 4 

Mr. Fennemore. As I say, Kennecott set up the town of Kearney, 
or rather, arranged with Galbert to establish a town. We were run- 
ning out of land in Hayden which was suitable for townsite purposes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Fennemore, with the chairman’s permission 
we will supply you with the legal description of the lands involved 
in the case under consideration here tod: ay as well as some dozen other 

ses, Similar cases, so that the Kennecott people can supply for our 
records the exact price they paid for the land in each case, designated 
by case number. 

“Mr. Fennemore. We can do that very easily by checking back. It 
is just as they went to Morgan’s office he put them into case numbers 
depending on location and so forth, and very often we have orders 
for two or three different locations in one order. 

Mr. Moss. We will give you descriptions so you can identify them 
by land description. 

Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. You bought land you didn’t need from private 
owners ¢ 

Mr. Fennemore. No, we didn’t need it because we rented it right 
back to them after we put a smoke easement on it. 

Mr. Horrman. You were afraid of damage suits? 

Mr. Fennemore. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. That was a cheap way ? 

Mr. Fennemore. Well, it may not have been cheap, but the other 

way we would have bought a lawsuit every year, and whether we 
won or lost— 

Mr. Horrman. No assurance on attorneys’ fees, either? 

Mr. Fennemore. No. Asa practical matter from the client’s stand- 
point—— 

Mr. Horrman. I think you said you turned around and leased some 
of it right back ? 

Mr. Fennemore. I think most of it w 

Mr. Horrman. I think the operators of the copper company—there 
isa byproduct there that gave an opportunity for damage suits ? 

Mr. Fennemore. That ‘is right. 

Mr. Horrman. After you got rid of the prospect of a damage suit 
you leased the land back to the fellow you bought it from ? 


all in that 
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Mr. Fennemore. In most cases, or if he didn’t want it, one or twa 
didn’t want it, we leased it to the adjoining landowner. 

Mr. Horrman. What you bought was immunity from damage suits? 

Mr. Fennemore. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. That price depended a good deal upon the disposi- 
tion of the fellow that owned the land? 

Mr. Fennemore. Yes. We fixed a price that we would pay, which 
was high, that would induce him to sell. 

Mr. Horrman. Thank you, that’s all. 

Mr. Sairu. I am not clear on what this $25 figure is. Did you say 
that you had sort of a flat price that you would pay to Morgan for 
land? 

Mr. Fennemore. Well, it depended on time, but it was flat in the 
sense that we would order from him, say, an area which comprised 
1,200 acres and ask him how much will it cost us to get this particular 
land, and he would quote us a price per acre. 

Mr. Smiru. And in 1957 it was not less than $25 ? 

Mr. Fennemore. No, it was $25. 

Mr. Smirn. I see. Now, I am intrigued as to the reason why you 
would always go through Morgan to get this land when it was being 
appraised at $1.50 to $3 an acre by the Government. 

Mr. Fennemorer. Well. somebody had to do that work, and we were 
not equipped to do it. I mean it was either Morgan or one of the 
other land attorneys who also had available, either available or lines 
on supplies of se rip, as we call it. 

Mr. Soiru. Is there a sort of a feeling that only certain people 
have a line on getting this Bureau of Land Management property 
exchanged ? 

Mr. F ENNEMORE. No, certain people make a practice before the 
Bureau of Land Management and the other land departments. That 
is a specialized practice, just as certain lawyers specialize in certain 
lines. If a man who has been practicing before various land depart- 
ments, he is better qualified to go through the routine, and these were 
pretty much isolated transactions. We had one in 1943, the next was 
in 1948, the next one jumped to 1954. It was easier to get it from the 
man who was in the business. There are I think two or three others 
who make a practice of land practice, and historically we would al- 
ways go to Page & Co. That goes back 40 years I guess, not only for 
this, but the patent and mining claims and other claims of that sort. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. The purpose of acquiring the 1,360 acres, however, was 
not to secure an easement or to be free of threat of suit, but rather to 
secure a townsite ? 

Mr. Fennemore. If that is the Kearney townsite. I’m not sure that 
that is the one, but it was acquired either for dumping purposes or 
for additions of our plant or for the Kearney townsite. 

Mr. Moss. If it was the Kearney townsite it is possible some of the 
purchases from individuals could also have been a part of the Kearney 
townsite. 

Mr. Fennemore. I am not sure about that. We did purchase the 
Crescent plant with some idea of a townsite, and I don’t know how far 
the townsite has gone. 
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Mr. Moss. We will give you the information necessary to permit 
your response to our requests, and with that you are excused, and I 
certainly hope your wife is feeling better. 

Mr. Fennemore. Thank you very much. 

(Information by Mr. Fennemore follows :) 


PHOENIX, Ariz., February 12, 1960. 
Mr. GeorGe R. BARTLETT, 


General Accounting Office, Phoenix, Ariz. 


Deak Mr. BarTLeTtT: At your request, we have examined our records with 
respect to orders given to Mr. David B. Morgan of John H. Page Co. for lands 
applied for under various exchange numbers which are hereafter listed. 

For a great many years, Kennecott Copper Corp., and its predecessors in 
the mining and concentrating operations conducted respectively at Ray and 
Hayden, Ariz., have acquired lands in the area as needed by exchange, employ- 
ing John H. Page & Co. to acquire the desired lands. The orders were placed 
with Page & Co. on the basis of a stated price per acre for the land to be 
acquired, plus a small additional amount to cover fees and expenses. In a 
number of instances, after initiating the order, lands were added and in one 
or two cases, lands were withdrawn. For that reason, with the exception 
of the lands acquired in 1949 pursuant to order given in 1948, the charges 
made for fees and expenses can only be allocated on a proration basis over 
the entire acreage applied for during the period from 1954 through 1959. 
Prices quoted, together with the additional amount for fees and expenses, 
are for the land to be acquired, including the cost of base lands or scrip, 
as the case might have been, and all services of John H. Page Co. in connec- 
tion with the proceedings before the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. 

Throughout the entire period covered by the various cases noted, Mr. David 
Morgan was the partner in Page & Co. with whom the dealings were had. 

All lands acquired were without mineral rights, except where otherwise noted. 

Exchange No. 084687, covering lands in T. 3 S., R. 13 E., with mineral rights, 
the contract price was $20 per acre, plus $139.57 for incidental costs. 

Pxchange No. 06709, covering lands in T. 5 S., R. 15 E., the contract price 
per acre was $20. 

Exchange No. 07547, covering lands in T. 3 S 
per acre was $20. 

Exchange No. 011074, covering lands in T. 3 S.. R. 13 E 
per acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 011175, covering lands in T. 5 S., R. 15 E., the contract price 
per acre with mineral rights was $50 per acre for 240 acres, and in addition, 
the company furnished for use 160 acres of mineral base which it owned and 
for the processing of which with the application no additional charge was made. 

Exchange No. 011176, covering lands in T 
per acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 011851, covering lands in T. 2 and 3 S., R. 13 EB, T. 48 
R.13 E., and T. 4 S., R. 14 E., the contract price per acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 011852, covering lands in T. 2 S., R. 13 E.; T.3 S., R.13 E.; T.3 
§, R. 14 E., and T. 4 S., R. 14 E., the contract price per acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 013162, covering lands in T. 4 S., R. 14 E., the contract price per 
acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 013163, covering lands in T. 4 S., R. 14 E., and T.5 S., R. 15 B.., 
the contract price per acre was $25. 

Exchange No. 017733, covering lands in T. 4 S., R. 14 E.; T.5S., R. 14 E., and 
T.58., R. 15 E., the contract price per acre was $25. 

In addition, with respect to the foregoing applications, other than 084687, 
filed in 1948, there was paid an additional amount totaling $10,014.63 for fees 
and costs, which averages out at $0.82+- per acre, and that average amount should 
— to the stated price per acre for each of the applications other than 


Very truly yours, 


. R. 13 E., the contract price 


.. the contract price 


.5 S8., R. 15 E., the contract price 


? 


FENNEMORE, CRAIG, ALLEN & McCCLENNEN, 


By RIcHARD FENNEMORE. 
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Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will now adjourn and tomorrow morn- 
ing we will reconvene in this room at 9 o’clock at which time we will 
want Mr. John Nye, Mr. Eugene Newell, and Mr. EK. I. Rowland to be 
present from the Bureau of Land Management. 

The subcommittee is now adjourned. 


(Whereupon at 5:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9 a.m., Saturday, January 23, 1960.) 
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LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


(Part 1—Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Arizona) 


SATURDAY, JANUARY 23, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpectaL SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
AssIGNED Power ANd LAND ProsLems 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9 a.m., in the Public 
Auditorium of the Phoenix City Library, Phoenix, Ariz., Hon. John 
E. Moss (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Hon. John FE. Moss, Hon. Neal Smith, and Hon. 
Clare E. Hoffman. 

Also present : Orville J. Montgomery, subcommittee counsel; James 
A. Lanigan, associate general counsel, Committee on Government 
Operations; George R. Bartlett, invest igator, General Accounting Of- 
fice, assigned to the subcommittee ; and Helen M. Boyer, minority staff 
member. 

Mr. Moss. The subcommittee will resume its hearings this morning 
with the first witness, Mr. George Gillespie. 


TESTIMONY OF GEORGE R. GILLESPIE, REAL ESTATE AGENT, 
PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about 
to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Gruiespte. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Guesrie. George R. Gillespie. 

Mr. Laniean. Can you tell the subcommittee, Mr. Gillespie, what 
business you engage in? 

Mr. Giitesrre. I am in the real estate business. 

Mr. Lanican. And you handle large tracts of land or small tracts of 
land ? 

Mr. Giutespre. Well, I handle tracts of land, sometimes they are 
small and sometimes they are large. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you have anything to do with a proposed trans- 
action during the fall of 1958 involving ‘lands west of the Hassayampa 
River in Maricopa County ¢ 

Mr. Gintesrre. Not in 1958 I didn’t ; in 1959. 
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Mr. Laniean. In 1959, pardon me. Could you tell the committee 
what happened, what the transaction was? 

Mr. GuitxEsprr. I presume you refer to the so-called Wittman 
property ? 

Mr. Laniean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gitiespre. I brought along such doodle sheets and pages that I 
had concerning that negotiation, which I always do in any negotiation 
or thing that 7 do, in ‘the form of just yellow sheets and memoran- 
dums and things for my own records. Possibly I have some data I 
can give you. 

I find i in going over my notes since I talked to you infor mally yester- 
day afternoon that my dates begin October 1, 1959, that’s the first that 
I had to do with that. I told you yesterday I thought it was sometime 
in October, but I had forgotten. 

The first thing I did was October 1, 1959. According to these notes 
it has to do with sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, 29, 30, 31, and 
parts of 1 and 2 of these sections. There is more or less 9 ,600 acres, 
depending upon an audit that would ultimately be done should any 

negotiation come to a conclusion on this. 

Mr. Lanrean. Can you give us the township and range of those sec- 
tions ? 

Mr. Guuespre. 4 north, 4 west; 5 north, 4 west; my first, in the be- 
ginning of this negotiation, this informal chat about this land, came 
with a Mr. Cook who was in my home one evening on personal busi- 
ness or some other business. I asked him if he knew of any land for 
sale. “Yes,” says he, “we have some land,” meaning he and his part- 
ners, “that we are contemplating selling or doing something with.” 

Mr. Lanican. Do you know who his partners were ! 

Mr. Gittespre. Yes; Mr. Stegall and Mr. Lawrence. So I made an 
arrangement with him to meet them in the near future at that time, 
which turned out to be I think the next day or two, and I said, “Well, 
while I have no personal interest in the thing, I have a potential buyer 
that might be interested in such,” and I talked to this potential buyer 
of mine yand asked him if he would like to go along with me and sit in 
and find out what these boys had to sell, if anything, and what it was 
and what they wanted to do, and he agreed he would go with me, find 
out what they had to sell, if anything, and what they wanted to do 
about it, which we did the following day at approximately 10 o'clock. 
I think it was the following day. It was just an informal chat, and it 
seems these fellows, we asked them point blank what they wanted to 
do with this land, and they said, “We don’t know that we can do any- 
thing with it right now because our attorneys tell us we can’t sell it, 

or shouldn’t sell it for at least a year, but we need some money and we 
would like to put a loan for a potential buyer, have somebody give us 
a loan for a year or X number of months or years until such time as 
title can be passed for this land. 

“Well, what do you want?” My notes say the first thing they - 
is, “We have a moral opheaisen about this property, but,” he said, “ 
would like to have a $500,000 loan for 5 years at 5 percent on an an- 
nual basis as against ‘this 9 .600 acres, more or less, payable in cash.” 
There is some other various and sundry terms that go on through there 
which were just a passing fancy, but that was the opening gun of this 
proposition. And we asked them what they wanted for their prop- 
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erty. They said, “We have approximately 60,000 acres, then, alto- 
gether, and we want $200 an acre for it.” 

Well, my client said, “Well, I can’t argue with you about that, it is 
probably worth that, certainly we wouldn’t be interested in negotiat- 
ing on that basis to buy,” and then we left the 60,000-acre figure and 
got down to where they said, well, actually they could deliver 9,600 
acres more or less in due time they thought, when and if they got the 
yo-ahead from their attorney, Mr. Trask. It seems Mr. Trask was 
holding the reins on this thing. 

I went back and had a conference with my potential buyer in which 
he said, “Well, doublecheck the acreage, check the legais, the lease 
land involved, the grazing land involved, State, Federal leases, et 
cetera.” So I wrote up a prospective sales proposition as has been 
my experience that fits the basis or the format of my buyer’s general 
rule of purchasing property, as had to do with this prospective pur- 
chase, and which I wrote down 9,600 acres at $960,000. That was 
my opening—not an offer, but something to kick around and try to 
come to a conclusion on, and which I say $100,000 down, $20,000 in 
escrow, $80,000 out of escrow, $50,000 in 6 months, $50,000 a year 
after, $50,000 18 months after, and so on, and such terms and re- 
jeases and et cetera as would apply. 

In other words, this is a prospective thing. As a broker I take it 
back to the people. But after a conference with them I have sheet 
No. 3 that started, it says, “They want $150 an acre.” In other words, 
we compromised from $200 down to $150 at that point. 

Mr. Horrman. May I ask which number that is he is talking about ? 

Mr. Moss. He is talking about notes he has with him from his files. 

Mr. Horrman. No, no; I mean which tract of land. 

Mr. Giiiespre. 9,600 acres. 

Mr. Horrman. What is the Government number of it? 

Mr. Moss. The land involved in the Lawrence-Stegall transaction. 

Mr. Horrman. That is the first one ? 

Mr. Moss. The selected lands. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. You may continue. 

Mr. Gittesrie. They want $150 or $1,440,000 for the 9,600 acres ap- 
proximately. They would like $200,000 in escrow and paid to the 
sellers when clear title is ready to pass. They would like $100,000 
every 6 months for 5 years, the last payment $34,000 without interest. 
This whole thing was to be without interest, and terms, terms, terms, 
and various and sundry. 

Mr. Moss. Now, as I understand, this is the note covering a coun- 
teroffer of the owners to the proposal you had taken them from your 
client ? 

Mr. Gittesrie. What they would like to have. 

Mr. Moss. This is what they would like to have? 

Mr. Gitiespre. What they would like to have. A compromise. 

Doodle sheet No. 4, this is dated October 1, 1959. $125 an acre, 
$1,190,000, with $200,000 down as follows: $75,000 immediately dis- 
bursed on finishing of readying of papers; $75,000 in 90 days; $50,000 

in 120 days; and release the land at that point, which means release 
Xnumber of acres for the amount of money paid at the point of 120 
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days after the beginning of this negotiation or escrow. Then begin. 
ning 6 months after that, other terms, et cetera. 

Now, at that point on the $125,000—I mean the $125 price, was 
where the bomb blew up, and they said they could not sell the prop. 
erty. See, up to this point we were negotiating for sale. They said 
we cannot sell the property. At this point it says: 

Trask stopped them at this point, October 2, 1959. 


Then to go back and salvage something, the only way they could get 
some money from this proposed negotiation was to come back to the 
loan standpoint, have a loan made to be ultimately secured by such 
land when and if it was available, when it was available, and then 
under those bases my position, or the buyer’s position, was if I don’t 
get the land I have to loan money, it will have to reflect in you giving 
somewhere along the line, and they agreed to give $10 an acre which 
would reduce the price to $115 per acre and here’s the doodle sheet on 
that, it was to loan a hundred thousand down, as a loan, and $50,000 
in 6 months and $50,000 at the end of that particular loan year, a year 
constituting a loan against said property, and other terms after that, 
going on after 514 years thereafter. 

Mr. Smiru. The balance was within 514 years, is that right ? 

Mr. Gintutespie. Yes, 514 years, yes. In other words, the buyer, di- 
gressing just a minute, the buyer did agree to purchase that $125 per 
acre at that time, but they came back and said we can’t sell, you see, 
to make that point, then that’s how we get into this $115. The 9,600 
acres, more or less, that was to be $100,000 cash forthwith when title 
is cleared and contract drawn and signed by both parties under loan 
option plan, $50,000 cash in 6 months after contract closes, and $50,000 
cash 1 year after contract closes, close of escrow and release of land 
when available for release, as par value to the buyer, then the other 
terms on to that. 

That was approved by the buyer and on the telephone, 10-15, was 
approved by the seller, Mr. Lawrence, on the telephone. At that point 
I was instructed by the buyer to make an appointment with the attor- 
neys to draw such papers for consummation of this proposed agree- 
ment, and then Mr. Lawrence and Mr. Stegall informed me that the 
deal was off, that they would not go through with it, and that was the 
end of my negotiations. 

T had several conferences with them, but they said they just couldn't 
sell the land, and that’s all there was to it. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did they state a reason why ? 

Mr. Gitiesrir. No, they didn’t, and that’s when I got mad and I 
said that’s not good enough for me. I said I have produced a buyer, 
ready, willing and able to buy this property, and they said we dont 
care, we are just not going to sell it. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you point out on the map in the pink area 
over here the 9,600 acres to which you referred ? 

Mr. Guuesrie. I think I can. I don’t have any maps with me, and 
it has been some time since 

Mr. LaniGan. The pink area is the area involved in the Wittman 
transaction. 

Mr. Girresrre. Well, I think, if I remember right, it is this prop- 
erty right in here. 
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Mr. Lanican. The witness is indicating the northeast portion of 
the tract in pink with a crossline on the m: Up. 

Mr. Guuesere. This is 31, 30, 29, 20, 18, 17, 7, 8, 9, parts of 4 and 5, 
6,31, and 3:3, more or less, that’s the general area. 

Mr, Lanican. Would you look at the photographic map before you 
there ¢ 

If you not ice, the northeast part of the tact seems to be quite rough 
and rugged. Was that true of the area ? 

Mr. Giuiespigz. Yes. This is very rough and rugged on the side 
here. Of course, this desert river bottom here is practically impass- 
able, under normal conditions it is hard, and under abnormal condi- 
tions it is impassable, except with a jeep or tractor or some sort of 
yehicle like that. ‘That is a mesa land here, and as it goes north it 
gets into rolling hills, and from rolling to rugged, the top of which is 
quite rugged, this portion in here. 

Mr. Lanican. That is the land your client was willing to pay $125 
an acre for ¢ 

Mr. Giuttespre. That’s right. 

Mr. Laniean. Those are all the questions I have. 

Mr. Horrman. When did you first know that you were to be a 
witness ¢ 

Mr. Guesrte. Yesterday afternoon. 

Mr. Horrman. And did you contact the committee staff ? 

Mr. Guiespie. No, sir, they came to my house yesterday afternoon. 
[had been out shopping, and I came in with an armful of groceries 
and you fellows came to see me. 

Mr. Horrman. You area real estate dealer? 

Mr. Gruiesrie. A real estate broker. 

Mr. Horrman. Let me see if I understand it correctly. You had 
clients who were willing to purchase some of this land that was 
exchanged ¢ 

Mr. Gittesrre. Well, I had clients willing to purchase some of this 
land. I know nothing about—— 

Mr. Horrman. Was it the selected lands? 

Mr. Moss. This was selected lands. 

Mr. Horrman. That the Government got for the base lands from 
somebody else ? 

Mr. Moss That the Government gave for base lands. 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t know what difference you attach to got or 
gave. I asked you if they got and you said they gave. 

Mr. Moss. Well, if the Government had received the land, the Gov- 
ernment would currently be the owner. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Where it gave the land in exchange, it is no longer the 
owner, it makes a very material difference. 

Mr. Horrman. The Government got. base land for this? 

Mr. Smirm. Mr. Chairman, I take it you mean gave in the literal 
sense, they gave it away ? 

Mr. Moss. At the moment that is my reaction. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s what I gathered you are trying to prove, but 

I wasn’t sure. 

Mr. Moss. I am not. trying to prove anything. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, establish on the rec ord. 
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Mr. Moss. I am trying to establish facts on the record. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. I wondered why you said gave. 

You had some people that wanted to buy and you tried to buy this; 
was this land up for sale? 

Mr. Gruespre. It was up for sale, apparently. 

Mr. Horrman. Did the Government—at that time could it sell it 
in parcels? 

Mr. Giiespie. I don’t know what the Government did with them, 

Mr. Horrman. Did the Government own it then ? 

Mr. Giitespre. Apparently. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know whether they had legal authority to 
sell it in parcels? 

Mr. Giesrie. I went to find out what these boys had to sell, if 
anything. 

Mr. Horrman. Did anyone connected with the Government tell you 
this land was available for sale? 

Mr. Giiuesrin. No, nobody in the Government. I had nothing— 
I don’t even know who runs the Bureau of Land Management out here, 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know yet whether they could sell it 
legally ? 

Mr. Gittespre. No, I haven’t the foggiest idea. My only interest 
was to negotiate a purchase for my client. 

Mr. Horrman. You went to someone to buy something your client 
wanted, but you didn’t know whether the fellow that had it could sell 
it or not ? 

Mr. Giutespre. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. It really isn’t that simple, is it? 

Mr. Gittespie. No. 

Mr. Moss. You had a partner of Lawrence & Stegall inform you 
that they had land with which they were doing one of two things, 
either getting a loan on because they needed cash, or effecting a sale! 

Mr. Guespre. That’s exactly it, that’s how it got started. 

Mr. Moss. Then being an alert realtor you sought out a buyer! 

Mr. Gitiesrre. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Or a man who could perform in either role, either as 
a lender or asa buyer? 

Mr. Giuuiesrre. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. And he was willing to go as a buyer at $125 an acre, 
or as a lender at $115 an acre ? 

Mr. Gittespte. Correct. 

Mr. Moss. And at one point in the transaction you had both the 
buyer and the seller in agreement ? 

Mr. Giuiespre. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. And then the prospective seller on the advice of counsel 
felt that they could not go through with the deal ? 

Mr. Grutespre. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. And this is land which is on the map and included in 
the pink blocked-out area, land which previously on this record has 
been identified as the selected lands on which the patent was issued 
in August of 1959 to Lawrence & Stegall ? 

Mr. Gitesrre. I related the numbers in which I was—the numbers 
of the sections in which I was interested. 
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Mr. Moss. Mr. Gillespie, how long have you been a real estate 


broker ¢ 


Mr. Giuuesrrie. I have been a licensed broker in Phoenix since ang 


and I handled my own business here from 1924 to that time when I 
became a public broker. Prior to that time I was a real estate broker 
from the time I was 17 until the time I was 24 back in Tennessee, 
before I came here. 


Mr. Moss. You have been in the State of Arizona then for—— 
Mr. Gittesrre. Forty years. 

Mr. Moss. Many years, and you are familiar with land values? 
Mr. Guutespre. I think so. 

Mr. Moss. Have you, as a broker, engaged in the handling of trans- 


actions of substantial sums ¢ 


Mr. Gruuuespie. Yes. 
Mr. Moss. Ilave you undertaken any subdividing ? 
Mr. Gittespie. No, sir. 
Mr. Moss. What do you do primarily 4 
Mr. Gittesrie. My primary business is selling portions to people 
who do development. This chent of mine here, I have negotiated and 
sld him several parcels of land in the past which he has deve ‘loped 
and put into being. He is a fellow with the foresight and intestinal 
fortitude to take some of these little pieces and do something with 
them. 
Mr. Moss. If you had had the op portunity of reduci ing this to a 
firm listing, you ‘would hi: ave hi ad a commission ¢ 
Mr, Guutesere. I would have been entitled to commission. yes, been 
entitled to lots of commission, but it was never reduced to writing. 
Mr. Moss. But the testimony given here has been taken from notes 
made at the time of these transactions ? 
Mr. Gitiespie. Here it is. I have got everything I ever do, win, 
lose, or draw, fall or stand up, the notes are in my file. 
Mr. Moss. In your judgment is the land in that area worth $125 
anacre ¢ 
Mr. Gittespir. Certainly, it is worth it to move. Now, as it stands 
itis worth nothing until you do something with it, but you pat a bridge 
orput an apron across that river and you put roads in there and make 
itaccessible to people’s use, then it 1s worth money; otherwise it is 
uot worth a bird flying across. 
Mr. Moss. It has potential ? 
Mr.Gintespre. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Moss. You would recommend to any client as a sound invest- 
went that it has potential to development ? 
Mr.Gittespie. Definitely. 
Mr. Moss. Do you know any of that land that is worth $1.50 an 
acre ? 
Mr. Gittesrie. I bought some for a dime many, many years ago, 
ut it was isolated, and next to a ranch that I had. All it was worth 
then was to str: alghten out a fence. 
Mr. Moss. Mr. “Smith, do you have any questions ? 
Mr. Smrru. This client of yours was a developer, is that correct ? 
Mr. Gintesrip. Yes 
Mr. Saarn. What he intended to do with that was develop it ? 
Mr. Giutespre. That’s right. 
54676—60—pt. 1 19 
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Mr. Smitru. It has been referred to in the record I think as being 
rugged and mountainous and so aut but your client thought that 
was aa for a development are 

Mr. Gruuesrte. Yes. Well, some >of it would retail for more money 
than other parts, but it would reflect in the balance of an agreeable 
deal to develop. 

Mr. Smitu. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Lanican. You came to the committee pursuant to a subpena 
served upon you yesterday ¢ 

Mr. Giutesrre. Yes. You gave it to me, I think, or your friend, 
We had a nice long, informal chat for an hour, and then they said 
you're it. 

Mr. Moss. I have to plead guilty to sending them out and telling 
them to do just that. 

Mr. Horrman. I have a couple more. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. In your opinion the Government land is being mis- 
managed or mishandled ? 

Mr. Guutespre. Well, I think that is an understatement. 

Mr. Horrman. Then, the answer would be “Yes” plus? 

Mr. Giuuespie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. To what do you think that is due, incompetency, do 
you suspect any improper influence anywhere that has been applied 
to or to which Government officials have yielded ? 

Mr. Gitiespre. Mr. Hoffman, I haven't had any dealings with Gov- 
ernment land. I want to go on the record for that, but as I have come 
in contact with it, newspaper articles and reading about what is doing 
with Government land, | would say there was a boy put in there to 
do a man’s work. 

Mr. Horrman. And have you filed any, or made any protests to any 
Government official, looking toward the changing of Federal proce- 
dures ? 

Mr. Gitiesptr. No, sir. <As I say, this is the first time I have ever 
come in direct contact with it. 

Mr. Horrman. But you have known of the situation for some time! 

Mr. Giuiespre. Oh, I hear about it; you read about it in the papers. 

Mr. Horrman. There is considerable Government land here?‘ 

Mr. Giutesrie. Certainly. There is enough here to pay the national 
debt, I suppose, right here in the State of Arizona. 

Mr. Horrman. You wouldn’t suggest we could trade it to the fel- 
lows — own the obligations, would you? 

Mr. Gittesrre. Well, give me a shot at it and I'll sell it for you. 

Mr. Horrman. I gather from your testimony that you would try 
to sell anything, would you? 

Mr. Gittesrie. Yes, sir. I’m in business for—this is a day and age 
when we are in business to make money if we can. 

Mr. Horrman. That’s right. Have you recommended that we need 
new legislation. Do you think we need new legislation 

Mr. Gittespre. Whatever we need, we should have. 

Mr. Horrman. Why don’t you ‘make it whatever we want we 
should have? There is a situation where the Government, as I gather 
your views, is losing a tremendous amount of property. You have 
been here for years; presumably you want to do what you can to help. 
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Have you suggested any change in personnel or any change in legis- 
lation to anyone / 

Mr. Giitesrre. I have not made any suggestions, no. 

Mr. Horrman. All right, that’s all. 

Mr. Moss. Well, to put this matter in the proper light on the 
record, Mr. Gillespie is here in response to a subpena which I in- 
structed the staff to serve on him yesterday afternoon late. I was 
told yesterday of this transaction, and was informed that Mr. 
Gillespie would be in a position to fully substantiate it. He appears 
here only for the purpose of responding to that subpena. He has 
lodged no complaint, and I want to thank you for your willingness 
to cooperate with us, and for the testimony you have given us here 
thismorning. You may be excused now from any—— 

Mr. Horrman. I have a question in view of that statement. I 
don’t know whether it is made to correct me or correct the witness or 
what it is for. 

Mr. Moss. Merely to clarify the record. 

Mr. Horrman. Nevertheless, you have known of what you would 
say was improper handling of Government property for many years ? 

Mr. Gutesrie. Certainly. 

Mr. Horrman. And you have complained to no one until today, 
or maybe yesterday, no official, suggesting any remedy either as to the 
replacement of employees or a change im the method of handling, 
have you ¢ 

Mr. Grutesrie. No. 

Mr. Horrman. You find no fault with that statement, do you? I 
don’t, either. That’s up to you. 

That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Again, Mr. Gillespie, I want to thank you for your co- 
operation. You areexcused. Thank you. 

Mr. John G. Nye. 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN G. NYE, APPRAISER, BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. Moss. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you will 
give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Nye. I do. 

Mr. Moss. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Nye. I am John Nye. I live in Denver, Colo., and I work 
for the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Nye, in connection with your work with 
the Bureau of Land Management in Denver, what is the nature of 
your duties ¢ 

Mr. Nye. Appraiser. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Are you assigned primarily to the appraisal 
of land in the Denver area ¢ 

Mr. Nyr. No, I work with the appraisers in that area in an effort 
lo mprove our appraisal practices, which is a procedure the Bureau 
f Land Management has been trying to improve in the last 4 or 5 
years, 

Mr. Montcomery. In other words, you assist in conducting instrue- 
tion courses for appraisers 
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Mr. Nye. I do, sir, and individual, informal instruction. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Were you instructed back in 1957, I belieye 
to come down to Phoenix and reappraise a tract of land involved be 
a private exchange, No. 013162? 

Mr. Nye. I was asked to come down and help in the appraisal of 
this tract of land. 

Mr. Monreomery. That was a private exchange transaction inyoly. 
ing David B. Morgan and the Kennecott Copper Corp. for selected 
lands in Pinal County ? 

Mr. Nye. It was. 

Mr. Montcomery. Were your instructions to appraise both tracts 
of land, or only the selected lands? 

Mr. Nye. Only the selected lands. 

Mr. Monreomery. Were you informed as to the reason why the 
reappraisal was considered to be necessary ? 

Mr. Nye. I was. 

Mr. Monreomery. What was the nature of that information? 

Mr. Nyr. The Bureau was not satisfied with the previous appraisal, 
and they are endeavoring to improve their practices, and they wanted 
me to come down, see what information I could gather, make my 
recommendations. 

Mr. Monreomery. And you did appraise the property involved? 

Mr. Nye. I recommended a valuation on the property. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, will you identify the property that you 
appraised on the map at your left 

Mr. Nye. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I want to acknowledge the fact that Mr. Nye this morn- 
ing supplied the subcommittee with a better map of the area involved 
in the Kennecott exchange, and that I have had it placed on the easel. 
Probably be easier to work from than the other. 

Mr. Horrman. May it have an identification mark ? 

Mr. Moss. We will call it map No. 3 in the Kennecott exchange. 

Mr. Nye. The land involved in this selection was the land you see 
out. behind here, I believe it is red, I am somewhat color blind. It 
was the land that was involved, and my recommendations, the land 

in blue was later withdrawn because it was covered by a proposed ree- 
lamation withdrawal. 

Mr. Monteomery. The land that is not colored but outlined in red, 
on the map, is all the selected land in this case under the original 
application, 1,880 acres ? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. att 

Mr. Horrman. May I ask, is that the same land marked in pink on 
the other map ? 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. Horrman. All right. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Now, Mr. Nye, when you started this reappraisal 
did you have the benefit of the appraisal report on the original ap- 
praisal plus all the data that had been collected in connection with that 
appraisal ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes; it was available to me. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You knew what the appraisal had been on the 

original appraisal ? 


Mr. Nye. I did. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Will you tell the committee the 
atc on this tract of land ? 

Mr. Nye. My evaluation on this tract of land was segregated into 
two categories of value. It was rather general knowledge that Kenne- 
cott Copper Co. proposed to move the towns of Ray and Sonora some 
place down the line to release the lands in the townsites of Ray and 
Sonora for strip mining purposes, and they had to put a town, a town 
had to be put some place else that would be out of that area, 

There were many sales through here of private individuals, and in 
examining the land it appeared to be very suitable for townsite de- 
velopment, although the town was not restricted to building on this 
land. For that reason it was impossible to set townsite ralues on it. 
However, it appeared that the lands most accessible would be rather 
highly valued lands, so not knowing where the town was going to be, 
and there was ver y little difference as far as ae is concerned, 
which is an important thing for a town, and you might say arbitrarily, 
J placed a value of $150 an acre on the lands w ithin a “au irter of a 
mile on either side of the highway. This is the new State highway 
that was going in. They were working on it at the time, the equip- 
ment was there, the road had alr sady been laid out. 

The lands that laid beyond a quarter of a mile on either side of the 
highway I valued at $100 an acre. They were still available, but they 
weren't as well located. 

Mr. Montcomery. And that takes in the entire tract? 

Mr. Nye. That was the entire tract. 

Mr. Montcomery. So that the valuation per acre was $100 and 
$150? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Monteomery. Do you recall the total valuation you placed on 
the entire tract ? 

Mr. Nye. $228,500. 

Mr. Monrcomery. 1,880 acres. Do you recall the total valuation 
placed upon that tract by the original appraisal ? 

Mr. Nye. No; no, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Nye, you mentioned that you checked private 
sales a the at general area ? 

Mr. Nye. I did. I could name some of them. There is Arbizo and 
Shartzer and Page. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did some of these transactions involve sales by 
private individuals to the Kennecott Copper Corp. ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you ascertain the reason for those sales; were 
they also incident to the proposed new townsite ? 

Mr. Nyr. Well, it was—the reason was obvious. The town was go- 
ing to be moved, and with their smelters or mills, whatever they used, 
there would be some possibility of liability, I suppose, and those farms 
were sold not on the basis of their agricultural value necessar ily, they 
brought a higher price. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In other words, you considered there was a 
higher and better use for that land than for agriculture or grazing? 

Mr. Nyr. The sales reflected that. 

Mr. Montcomery. You gave full weight to those sales as being com- 


parable ? 


valuation you 
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Mr. Nyx. I gave full weight to them. 

Mr. Monteomery. That’s all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman, do you have any questions of Mr, Nye? 

Mr. Horrman. Well, the copper company’s operations were some- 
thing of a nuisance, weren’t they ? 

Mr. Nrz. They would be. 

Mr, Horrman. And when they purchased from individuals, they 
were forced, were they not, to pay a higher price than had they not 
been in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Nye. That was a condition. 

Mr. Horrman. Had there been some other enterprise there? 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. I think we had that from another witness. That’s 
all, unless you have something else you want to say. You have been 
sitting here listening to the testimony ? 

Mr. Nye. I have. 

Mr. Horrman. You have been in the Bureau of Land Management 
for how many years ¢ 

Mr. Nye. I am just one of the boys, just since 1956. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you any suggestions as to any change in per- 
sonnel? I’m not asking you to name any. 

Mr. Nye. No; no, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Because of incompetency or lack of attention to 
duty ? 

Mr. Nye. I have none. Our young men are very industrious, They 
work their heads off. They are endeavoring to do everything they 

‘an to improve their appraisal capabilities, as has been the policy of 
the Bureau since 1954. Prior to that time very often the minimum 
value set on, I suppose, I don’t know what you would call it, but there 
was a minimum value had been established for m: uny, Many years, 
and that minimum value was $1.50 per acre, and in about 1954 our 
Director made : a strenuous ef ffort to see what could be done to improve 
appraisal practices, and since that time they have developed a manual 
of procedure, which we had none before. They have sent the entire 
groups to school. The boys are improving tremendously. We have 
had informal training and formal review. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you have any suggestion as to change in legis- 
lation ? 

Mr. Nye. A change in legislation would help us a great deal. 

Mr. Horrman. You have a bill, have you any concrete proposal? 

Mr. Nye. I understand there is a bill before the House at this time. 

Mr. Horrman. What’s the number? 

Mr. Nye. Let me check. H.R. 7042, and I don’t know just what it 
involves. I haven’t read it. I believe, though, it has to do with 
townsites, industrial site development, and the sort of things that are 
in the public interest and would help to develop our country. If we 
could have had the townsite law—if it is that type; I haven’t seen it— 
in a case like this, it would have been very appropriate, but under the 
circumstances there probably was no way that the people there could 
get the land to move the town to. Otherwise, this tract of land would 
have been very convenient for that purpose, if we had had that par- 
ticular legislation. 

Mr. Horrman. The only suggestion you have in regard to officials 
involved in this case is that they lack experience? 
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Mr. Nye. They are just getting a lot more experience «il the time, 

and the ete \u—our Director has sent the entire group to schools. 
We have had considerable informal training. We have had outside 
instructors that I believe you could say were recognized in the ap- 
praisal of rural property, and our regulations ¢ onsist only of instruc- 
tion of different methods of procedures and developing techniques, 
and nothing is laid down as “You do this, and you do this” from the 
standpoint “of value. They are making every effort to attempt to 
arrive at a fair market value of land, as would be demonstrated be- 
tween two private individuals. Sure, they make mistakes; who 
doesn’t, if you ever did anything. We have had considerable auction 
sales where our appraisers have appraised the land, it has been put up 
at auction, and maybe it doesn’t all sell, but—we had one auction, 250 
tracts of land in it, fairly recently, not here, but the same I know 
holds true here, you can pick cases where the values will reflect what 
we have seen in cases here. On those 152 tracts 70 percent of the 
tracts sold, and 87 percent of the area they sold at the appraised price 
or slightly over, with one or two bids, and there was no case where 
at auction a preference right bidder, who can pay up to three times 
the appraised value of this land and take it aw: iy from a man who 
has no preference rights, though he has bid 10 times, we had no cases 
where it went only just a slight amount over the appraised value. It 
indicated to me a rather good job of our appraising, because if all of 
the land sells at the price you have appraised it at, you are too low, 
and if none of it sells, you are too high; so maybe 60 percent of the 
land would indicate to me a very good appraisal. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smirn. Our records show that the original appraisal on this 
was for $2,769.50, and your appraisal was for $228,500. Was your ap- 
praisal sustained or overruled ? 

Mr. Nye. I gave the information that I had gotten to the State 
supervisor here. Now, with that reclamation w ithdrawal it took in 
quite a little of the area, as you can see, that was within a quarter 
mile each side of the road. May I refer to my notes and I can tell 
you the acreage ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Nyr. There were 327 acres of my higher valued land that fell 
in the land included in those withdrawals and there were 193 acres 
of my lower valued land within that area. 

Mr. Smiru. Your appraisal was for approximately a hundred times 
as much as theirs ? 

Mr. Nye. That first one, it was. 

Mr. Suir. And then on reappraisal they did not sustain you— 
that is the record here anyway—on reappraisal they knocked it clear 
back down to 20 thousand. Now, do you think they were right or 
you were right? I mean somebody, obviously—one of the two of you 
is not very competent on appraisals. Which one is it, you or the 
other fellow ? 

Mr. Nye. Well, in the first place, the withdrawal reduced my figure 
by $68,350, which made it $160,150 rather than the $228,500, based on 
the same appraisal. 

Mr. Smirn. That isa substantial difference ? 

Mr. Ny. That is a substantial difference there; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Smirn. From later sales it would seem to indicate that you were 
the one that was right. Now, do you think they were competent or 
that you were competent ? 

Mr. Nye. Well, based on the sales I have, I valued my land on the 
basis of comparable lands and the sale involved, and that comparabil. 
ity was the buildings were not included, these were complete farm 
units, operations, there was some irrigated cultivated land that was 
taken out, I mean in the sale breakdown at $500 an acre, some dry 
land, cultivated land, around 200 or 250. I based my values, which 
was upland grazing land, on values of upland grazing land. 

Mr. Smiru. Now, do you think now your appraisal was right or do 
you want to change it now ? 

Mr. Nye. I wouldn’t change it. 

Mr. SmirxH. You wouldn’t change it now? 

Mr. Nye. No, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, then, your previous testimony to the effect. that 
there is a considerable competency in the appraisal personnel must 
be wrong ? 

Mr. Nye. I wouldn’t say so. This was one buyer and there was 
compulsion there, but—— 

Mr. Smrrn. Well, are there any other times when you have been 
overruled on your appraisals? In fact, there are a lot of times that 
you have been overruled on your appraisals; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Nye. No. In fact, the information I gathered was to show 
what I found when I was on the ground, and was submitted as in- 
formation for the office. There was pressure involved, and the fair 
market value considers the value of the land from the standpoint of 
a free market, but because of the sales we had I didn’t feel I was justi- 
fied in going below the value of the land that was comparable t 
my land. 

Mr. Suir. I am not saying you should; I mean the record shows 
that you were right, but my question referred to the fact that you had 
spent considerable time here telling about how competent the agency 
as a whole is, and the indication from the record is that it wouldn'’t 
bear out what you said. 

Mr. Nye. Well, there is not a place in the Bureau that we are not 
trying to improve our appraisal practices, and there has been a lot of 
emphasis placed on it. 

Mr. Smitrn. Why were you sent down here from Denver; is this a 
usual procedure ? 

Mr. Nye. No; that’s the first time I was asked to come down to 
Phoenix. It’s outside of my area. 

Mr. Surrn. Ordinarily, someone would come here from Utah or 
somewhere else; is that right? 

Mr. Nye. They would do it from the personnel in the office here. 

Mr. Suiru. Do you know why you were sent down here on this case! 

Mr. Nye. I was just asked to come down and see what information 
T could help develop on this case. 

Mr. Smitu. Who sent you down ? : 

Mr. Nye. As far as I know, it was a phone call from the State 
office here to our Administrator, and they cleared through him. 

Mr. Surru. You don’t really know who sent you, is that right: 
Who told you to come down here ? 
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Mr. Nye. Nobody told me to, as I recall. They asked me if I would 
come down and cleared with the area administrator, and I talked to 
Mr. Rowland on the phone and he asked me on the phone. 

Mr. Smitu. In the cases where there is an appr aisal and then a re- 
appraisal, is that the proper term, “reappraisal ?” 

Mr. Nye. Yes, we call that a reappraisal. Can 
manual here? 

Mr. SmitH. Pe rhaps } you can tell us in a few minutes. 

Mr. Nye. I think it will help answer your question. In here it says 
an appr: aisal is a minimum value of one or more persons based on 
thorough investigation of all legally proper factors and elements 
which affect the value of land and the market thereof at the time of 
appraisal. } 

Well, I would assume—I had no instructions. Mr. Rowland asked 
me if I would come down and said it had been cleared with the are: 
administrator and it was obvious they weren't 
former appraisal. ‘This says “ 
tosee What I could develop. 

Mr. SmirxH. So you had what you call a reappraisal; 
you did, a reappraisal ? 


I read from the 


satisfied with the 
one or more persons,” and they wanted 


is that what 


Mr. Nye. It was a submission of appraisal information as applied 
to this case as I found it. 

Mr. Smiru. After that there was a review and the same people that 
appraised it originally came back and reviewed your appraisal and 
overruled you, is ‘that it? 


Mr. Nye. The man who appraised it the first time was not here 
when I came to appraise it. 

Mr. Smiru. But it was referred back, and people from Arizona 
then reviewed your appraisal and knocked it back down / 

Mr. Nyv. They went over the information I had and they must 
have found additional information that I wasn’t able to develop. I 
got everything I could, and each time I had to come back for the sales 
information that 1 had; and I couldn't see where I could change 1t. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, my question is, Is this ordinary procedure for a 
State organization to ‘have someone come in from another area to 
make a reappraisal and then have a review back by the same original 
people or the same organization ? 

Mr. Nye. Well, if we have an unusual case, it is recognized as 
sound practice to get the opinions of different appraisers; and I 
wouldn't say that it is unusual to call one in from outside the imme- 
diate local vicinity if we think we can do some good by doing so 
and in order to get the individual opinions of these different oP 
praisers. They submit their information that they gather and set 
up their recommendations and estimates. I don’t mean they take an 
average. As you can see here, there was no average taken. 

Mr. Surrm. But you are not answering my question. 
sthis, You have people i in Arizona appraising land? 

Mr. Nyz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Then you are brought in 
to reappraise the land? 

Mr. Nyr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. 
review your 


My question 
from Denver, another area, 


Then we come back and we find that the people that 


appraisal are again Arizona people that were involved 
inthe same agency that : asked you to come in. 
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Mr. Nye. Yes, sir. 





Mr. Smiru. Is that ordinary procedure in the Bureau or not ? ai 
Mr. Nye. Well, I would say it was, because the office that is re- } 
sponsible for it wants to get the best information they can. du: 
Mr. Smirn. Your answer is “Yes”; is that true? ) 
Mr. Nye. I would say “Yes.” ) 
Mr. Smirn. What is your usual area? ‘ bei 
Mr. Nye. We refer to it as area 3, it takes in 10 States—Montana. apy 
the Dakotas, Colorado, Nebraska, Kansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, \ 
Wyoming, and our activities in Texas. d 
Mr. SMirn. You were called in on some cases in Montana, is that | apy 
right? That was in your area ? i 
Mr. Nyr. That is in our area. I work and discuss cases all through it. 
those States. y 
Mr. Smirxn. This is the only one you were called in on in this area? N 
Mr. Nye. Outside the area; yes. ther 
Mr. Monrcomery. Mr. Nye, you don’t usually, in the normal course ther 
of events, conduct appraisals outside of the general area of Denver M 
in Colorado; that is your base of operations ? M 
Mr. Nye. No, the 10 States. it, b 
Mr. Montecomery. You appraise all over, you could be assigned any- M 
where in the 10 States? M 
Mr. Nye. It is not my job to make these appraisals as such. I work Bur 
with our men and endeavor to instruct them. I check their work— M 
spotcheck it. If they have problems we discuss them and oftentimes M 
we go to the field on review and discuss things and try to pick up M 
all the facts concerning value, compar: ability—and try to analyze them wen 
so as to show the reader what we have on it. vate 
Mr. Montcomery. In those cases where some problem develops Mon 
and some question has been raised as to the accuracy of a previous M 
appraisal, you are then called in as you were here to make a prio 
reappraisal ? M 
Mr. Nye. Yes. ingte 
Mr. Montcomery. And you were called in to do that in connec- M 
tion with a couple of cases in Montana, I believe; is that correct? sistit 
Mr. Nye. Well, I got cases in all—— M 
Mr. Montcomery. One known as the Malta Plunge case; and the M 
other—I don’t recall the name of it, but there were two cases in Mon- deter 
tana. Do you recall them? high 
Mr. Nye. Oh, gee, I have looked at a lot of cases up there. Mi 
Mr. Monvcomery. I will ask you this, were you ever overruled in Mr 
a reappraisal that you made in a Montana c ase? By “overruled,” Mi 
I mean your appr aisal was not accepted, but a lower appraisal was ac- struc 
cepted in consummating the transaction. say \ 
Mr. Nye. Yes. that; 
Mr. Monrcomery. Do you remember what cases those were? als, 
Mr. Nye. Well, there was the Malta Plunge that you mentioned. moun 
There was a little tract at Miles City. I think there has been noth- didn’ 
ing else. we he 
Mr. Montrcomery. Miles City was an exchange transaction ? little 
Mr. Nye. No. Mr 
Mr. Montcomery. It wasa sale? Mr 
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Mr. Nye. It was a special act of Congress that provided for cer- 
tain lands j in the immediate vicinity. 

Mr. Montcomery. And your appraisal at Miles City was an in- 
dustrial site, I believe ¢ 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Mon'rcomery. And your reappraisal of the Government lands 
being sold in that case was considerably higher than the previous 
appraisal, is that correct ? 

Mr. Nye. That is correct. 

Mr. Monrcomery. When the transaction was consummated, which 
epee my they use ¢ 

Mr. The people of Miles City just raised the dickens about 
it. They veal Nye is just nuts on this thing. 

Mr. Horrman. They said what ¢ 

Mr. Nye. They said Nye is completely off base. I don’t know if 
they said I was crazy, but they certainly insinuated it, and I guess 
there was quite a delegation that squawked plenty about it. 

Mr. Montrcomery. And they used the lower figure ? 

Mr. Nye. And they submitted evidence, I understand, I didn’t see 
it, but the lower figure was arrived at. 

Mr. Mon TGOMERY. That’s all. 

Mr. Moss Mr. Nye, you indicated that you have been with the 
Bureau of Land Management since 1956 ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. What is your background in appraisal work ? 

Mr. Nyr. Oh, I took animal “industry and land economics when I 
went to school; I have appraised for insurance companies, made pri- 
vate appraisals, land agencies, worked on—appraised grazing land in 
Montana; I have appraised wheat farms in Montana. 

Mr. Moss. You were actively engaged, then, in appraisal work 
seni coming with the Bureau of Land M: inagement ¢ 

Mr. Nye. Yes, in Montana, the Dakotas, Wyoming, Idaho, Wash- 
ington, Oregon. 

Mr. Moss. Is your particular assignment in the Bureau one of as- 
sisting in a oving appraisal practices ? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, you were brought in at the time it was 
determined to pay greater attention to these practices and to develop 
higher standards for the employees ? 

Mr. Nrr. That’s right, Mr. Chairman. May I refer to the manual? 

Mr. Moss. Certainly. 

Mr. Nrr. Now this appraisal manual I have here, the appraisal in- 
structions were started, in the process of being developed. I would 
say Mr. Woozley, or the Director, discovered the fact that appraisals 
that were being called appraisals in the past didn’t constitute apprais- 

als. Somebody would come up and roll a judicious eye up on the 
mountainside and say in my opinion it’s worth so much, and that 
didn’t suit the Director, and in about 1954 or 1955, prior to that time 
we had no manual instructions on appraisal, and that’s just quite a 
little job to try to set up. 

Mr. Moss. That’s true. 

Mr. Nye. And the manual was set up, and instruction material 
was sent out. There were appraisal schools organized, I mean that’s 
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not a good word, because they weren’t organized, but they had these 
appraisal se hools scheduled and the appr aisers would go to them, and, 
of course, they are technicians in the first place in many other mat. 
ters other than appraisal work. Ona great deal of our land we aren’t 
involved in appraisal. ‘There is ¢ lassification, for instance, and meet- 
ing the various rules and requirements where no valuation is set, 
We call it in any appraisal we have two things, first the classification 
as to the suitability of the land from the appraisal standpoint, and 
the valuation comes next, because without knowing what the land is 
suited for we can’t properly assign a value. Then the values are 
based on sales of similar type land, and we don’t alw: ays come out 
with the same dollars and cents in the sale because if our land is more 
suitable, our values are higher, and oftentimes we are criticized for 
being too high, like the people from Miles City, and they would have 

aught me if I hadn’t been out of the State. They ; said Nye’s too 
high on this land, and there were a lot of people in Miles City, I 
suppose they had a lot of reasons, that didn’t like it. 

In those cases I showed in my report why I thought lands that 
were being appraised were more highly v raluable than other sales that 
we had, that’s one thing that we have been emphasizing, and that’s 
why—lI mean the answer to your question is “Yes.” 

Mr. Moss. Well, you were brought in, then, or you came into the 
Bureau as an expert in the field of appri aisal ? 

Mr. Nye. That is what I understand. 

Mr. Moss. And your talents have been utilized in an effort to up- 
grade appraisal practices ¢ 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. When you were called to Arizona to make an appraisal 
because of controversy which had developed on the Kennecott or the 
Morgan, I guess it was, the Morgan transaction ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. You, in making that appraisal, applied the techniques 
which are—which you are trying to aid in having adopted by ap- 
praisers throughout the Bureau of Land M: anagement ? 

Mr. Nyr. That’s right. I was a long way from home, and all I 
could use is the information that I found on the ground. 

Mr. Moss. That is the most reliable, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. While it is not binding, it is certainly a most important 
element in exercising any judgment as to value, isn t it? 

Mr. Nye. We seriously endeavor to consider all factors that have 
a bearing on value from the standpoint of desirability to the pros- 
pective purch aser. 

Mr. Moss. And in considering, it is not just the case of considering 
and discarding, but rather considering and weighing and using it as 
a part of the criteria arriving at your value ? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. And is that the philosophy which is contained in the 
appraisal manuals which the Bureau has now prepared ¢ 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Then we look at the appraisals which resulted from 
the three separate procedures in this instance, the original appraisal 
which was made I believe by a gentleman no longer with the Bureau! 


CO 
as 
ol 
ha 
ou 
ha 
re 


ch 


10 


at 
at 
Dg 


he 


p- 


sal 
he 


ues 
Ap- 


ant 


ave 
ros- 


ring 
it. as 


the 


From 
aisal 
eau ! 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 295 


Mr. Nye. I think that’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Of $2.796.50. 

Mr. Nye. It was a very low figure. 

Mr. Moss. A very, very low figure. Obviously a figure which 
could not have taken into consideration any other use than the most 
meager use as a grazing or forage area / 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. Then your appraisal of $228,500 which, because of certain 
withdrawals, was finally reduced to a net figure of $160,150. In this 
appraisal you again applied the techniques which the Bureau is now 
trying to have generally adopted by its personnel ¢ 

‘Mr. Nyr. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And finally a review board composed of three men, 
two here in the Arizona office, I guess the Phoenix office, one I am 
not familiar with, a Mr. Buzan ? 

Mr. Nye. Mr. Buzan; I’m not acquainted with Mr. Buzan, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. We will ask Mr. Rowland, then, for that information 
when we have him back before the committee. I read their report 
and it seems to me that we have clearly inherent in that report, in 
the discussions, a disregarding of these principles which you tell me 
you and the Bureau are trying to have adopted, principles which are 
contained in the appraisal manual which has been prepared since 
1954. 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. A disregarding of higher use, assigning of a very heavy 
weight to the fact of Kennecott’s peculiar interest, and resulting in 
a lessening of the appraisal to a figure which finally became the figure 
on which the deal was made of $20.240. 

Mr. Nye. Mr. Chairman— 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Nye. In this case, I believe I stated I was sent here to gather 
information. In fact, I gathered all the information I could from 
the State office, which was largely the sales I used. I checked to 
verify those when I was in the field, but the way I tried to contact 
the Kennecott Copper Co., by jiminy, I don’t know how many times, 
many times while I was out there the 3 days, and I couldn’t get past 
that good-looking gir] in the front office, which was all right, except 
I had to get some information and I couldn’t get what I wanted, so 
I submitted for their consideration the information I had here. 

Mr. Moss. You submitted what in your judgment was an appraisal 
consistent In every respect with the new guidelines or criteria which, 
asa part of your overall job, you were trying to have adopted through- 
out the Bureau by all engaged in appraisal activities ? 

Mr. Nyr. I was satisfied I had the right information, or I would 
have been here yet. 

Mr. Moss. You would have completed and filed an appraisal with- 
out the right information ? 

Mr. Nye. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. And you have since this transaction took place, you 
have had nothing occur which would change your mind as to the cor- 
rectness of your appraisal ? 


Mr. Nyr. I haven’t been around here, sir, and I see no reason to 
change it. 
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Mr. Moss. Well, I would much rather place reliance on your ap- 
praisal, on the basis of background, than I would to rely upon the 
appraisals of others who have in some instances testified before this 
subcommittee. 

Are there any additional questions? 

Mr. Montcomery. I have one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Horrman. I have one. 

This last question that you referred to placing your reliance of 

value, that is even true in spite of the fact that the gentleman was 
overruled ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes, it is, and let me make very clear why I say that, 
The gentleman has, in response to my questions, est: vblished the fact 
that prior to going with the Government he engaged extensively in 
appraisal activities. He had to undertake those appraisal activities 
in an area where the forces of competition would have knocked him 
out if he hadn’t been competent, a test which the other gentlemen who 
have overruled him have not experienced. 

The fact that a man may, over a period of 7 or 8 years, as was the 
case with Mr. Johnson yesterday, have made appraisals, does not 
mean that he makes good or competent appraisals. He could start 
out by making an error in his original concept and continue to repeat 
the same error in every single subsequent appraisal. You do not gain 
competence merely by repeating a pattern of error, and I have greater 
confidence in a man who has undergone the test of competitive activ- 
ity in evaluating his competence in any field, and that’s why I made 
the statement I did in being willing to place greater reliance in the 
appraisal of Mr. Nye than in the judgment of the gentlemen who 
overruled him. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, to that might be added the reason that the 
property being appraised and being disposed of is Government. prop- 
erty and that “belongs to all of us and presumably we would like to 
get more for it than we would if it didn't. 

Now this case you referred to where your own people were violently 
protesting your appraisal because it was higher than the other one, is 
that right? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrman. They were buyers, weren't they ? 

Mr. Nye. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Did you ever know a buyer that didn’t want to pay 
less? 

Mr. Nye. No, or a fellow who doesn’t want to get more. 

Mr. rea rcomery. Mr. Nye, did you ever obtain, or did any infor- 

mation ever come to you, that perhaps your appraisal did receive 
some favorable consideration in Washington ? 

Mr. Nye. I haven’t discussed it. I mean they 

Mr. Montcomery. Did you inform our staff investigator that you 
had seen a memor cides or letter signed by an official ‘of the Bureau 
of Land Management in Washington which stated in effect that the 
Nye appraisal seems to be the best. ev idence we have of the v: alue of 
the land under consideration here, that is after a review of all three 
appraisals? 

Mr. Nye. No, no. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You don’t recall that at all? 
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Mr. Nye. No. 

Mr. Monrcomery. You don’t recall a memorandum signed by D. B. 
Baker ¢ 

Mr. Nye. Well, now, Dan Baker was in the area office shortly after 
this time, and we went over my appraisal. I showed it to him and he 
says I think it is all right, or words to that effect. 

Mr. MontTcoMERy. And he wrote the memorandum? 

Mr. Nye. He could have. 

Mr. Montcomery. You had no knowledge of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Nye. I don’t know of any ae saw my report and we discussed 
it. He said, “I think it’s all right; ; it’s all right with me.” 

Mr. Montcomery. That’s all. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Nye, that concludes the committee’s need for your 
papeets ance. Thank you very much. 

Mr. N Thank you. 

Mr. a. I would like to recall Mr. Newell to the stand. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF EUGENE H. NEWELL, LANDS AND 


MINERALS OFFICE, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, STATE OF 
ARIZONA 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Newell, the other day I think you clearly stated 
that on this tract of land called the Wittman exch: ange, that you as- 
signed no value to it other than agricultural or for forage for live- 
stock, and then I believe Mr. Rowland, the record indicates, stated 
that you did. Now did you or didn’t you? Will you stand on what 
you originally stated ? 

Mr. Newexw. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. You did not assign any value other than for forage for 
livestock ? 

Mr. Ne ™ ELL. I want to stand on what was in my report, my signed 
report. I don’t know what the exact phrasing is, but I have to stand 


on what I actually signed and put in the record, which I believe is a 
part of the recor d. 


Mr. Smiru. Whois Mr. Simpson ? 

Mr. Neweti. Mr, Simpson is the area lands officer in Salt Lake City 
for area 2. 

Mr. Smiru. Did he have anything at all to do with this exchange, 
making the appraisal or— 

Mr. Neweuu. Not the original; no, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. What about the one that was finally consummated ? 

Mr. Neweti. He came down and we went over the appraisal re- 
port. On his visit here he visited the lands, and as far as I recall no 
additional appraisal report was made, 

Mr. Smirn. Has he been down and gone over some other lands from 
time to time / 

Mr. Neweun. Yes. I don’t know of any particular lands he has 
gone over, but he comes down from time to time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smrrnu. You didn’t mention Mr. Simpson the other day; you 
mentioned yourself and Mr. Baker as having worked on this, but now 
Mr. Simpson worked on it, too; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Newexx. I mentioned Mr. Simpson the other day. I don’t know 
if mentioned the name, but the title. 
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Mr. Smiru. So you and Mr. Baker and Mr. Simpson participated 
in this appraisal. Now was there anyone else who participated in the 
appraisal of the final exchange ? 

Mr. Newetu. Not tomy knowledge. 

Mr. Surru. All three of you agreed this was the proper appraisal: 
is that right, $1.50 an acre? 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirx. Now was Mr. Simpson and Mr. Baker a part of this go- 
called task force that we find came in here ¢ 

Mr. Newe tu. No, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Neither one / 

Mr. Neweu. Neitherone. I could explain that, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Newey. In January of 1958 a meeting was held here which ] 
believe will be a part of the record, a public meeting. At that time 
the office had been hit with a flood of private exc hange applicants 
numbering into several hundred. After that meeting it was apparent 
a at we needed some additional help to help us r elieve the b: acklog of 

‘ases that had occurred as a result of this heavy influx of activity. 

Two men were sent here, one a field examiner from the State of 
Idaho, and one a man from the State of Utah. They actually worked 
in the same capacity as the examiners assigned to this office and merely 
made their recommendations on assigned cases. 

Mr. Suiru. Has Mr. Baker been here to help on any appraisals 
other than this one / 

Mr. Newewu. No, sir; not that I recall. 

Mr. Suiru. That isthe only one he has worked on here ¢ 

Mr. Neweu. Yes, sir; that’s the only one that I recall. 

Mr. Smirn. Now Mr. Rowland, I believe, reiterated the fact that 55 
percent of the growth between 1953 and 1957 has been in this county, 
and that 61 percent of the new construction in 1957 was in this county 
as compared to the whole state, and that ground water in this particu- 
lar area in the Wittman exchange was suitable for domestic purposes, 
and in spite of all of this, and he is your superior, as I understand it, 
but in spite of all of this you and Mr. Baker and Mr. Simpson finally 

agreed that the only use that you should assign to this land was for 
forage for livestock ? 

Mr. Newewt. That’s the way it is stated in my written report; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Smrru. Well now, in what way are you applying these regula- 
tions 7 at Mr. Nye is talking about in this manual, then ? 

Mr. Newett. We would apply that to comparable sales of this same 
type land. 

Mr. SmrrH. What sales did you apply this to to compare ¢ 

Mr. Newer. Comparable sales anywhere in the State to similar type 
desert rangelands. 

Mr. Smirn. Have you found any comparable sales within this 
county ? 

Mr. Newewu. No, sir. 

Mr. Surrn. Then you have disregarded the manual in that respect, 
——— you! 

Mr. Newe tu. No, sir. 

Mr. Surrx. How do you square that? I mean if this particular 
county and this land in the Wittman exchange doesn’t come within the 
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1 manual we have heard about as taking into consideration fair market 
yalue of land, then what good is the manual ? 
Mr. Newe.u. I would like to read from my report to give you the 
exact wording. 
Mr. Smirn. The exact what ? 
Mr. Newetu. Wording, how that was considered. 
Mr. Smirn. Considered, but you ended up by not—you call it con- 
sidered, but you ended up by giving it no weight whatsoever. 
Mr. Newein. It was certainly given consideration; the weight is a 
matter of opinion. 
Mr. Smirn. Who conducted this appraisal school that was held here 
in 1958? 
Mr. NEWELL. The appraisal school was conducted by a representa- 
] tive of the Western Farm Management Co. 
Mr. Moss. Would you please speak up? I cannot hear you. 


)- 


ne : / : ; 
Mr. Newe.r. It was conducted by a representative of the Western 
its ‘ . ° > 
nt Farm Management Co.,a Mr. Vernon Inglehorn, I believe. 
of Mr. Moss. Where is he from ? 


Mr. Neweti. Phoenix. 
af Mr. Moss. All right, go ahead. 





a Mr. Newet. | believe it was the same company as the appraisal 
aly report in one of those cases. — wa 
; Mr. Smiru. What kind of a school did he conduct; did it last a 
als few nights ¢ 
Mr. Newe.u. A week. 
Mr. Smirn. Every day or what ? 
Mr. Newetu. Every day and evening sessions, too. 
Mr. Smirn. Have you changed your appraisals of land since that 
t 55 time ? . ; ; : ; 
nt, Mr. Neweti. We certainly tried to, certainly tried to improve our 
mty techniques. vy 
icu- Mr. Smirn. In what way did he find you had been deficient; in 
wie. what way have you changed ¢ tt 
d it. Mr. Newext. I don’t recall giving weight to more factors in the 
ally matter of consideration of final value. That’s the main point of it 
‘foe really, I suppose. 
Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 
vie. Mr. Moss. Mr. Newell, when was the school held ? 
Mr. Newe.. I don’t recall the exact 
nila- Mr. Moss. 1959, 1960, 1958 ? 
Mr. Newe x. I believe it was in 1958. 
same Mr. Moss. 1958? 
Mr. Newet. Yes, sir; the latter part of 1958; I believe it was in 
November. 
type Mr. Moss. Probably November of 1958 ¢ 
Mr. Newetu. Yes, sir. 
this Mr. Moss. How many hours of instruction or lecture ? 


Mr. Neweti. There would have been 8 hours a day plus I believe 
there were 2-hour sessions in the evening. 
spect, Mr. Moss. For 5 days? 
Mr. Newer. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Moss. In other words, you had approximately 40 hours of 
salar loetures ? 


n the 54676—G0— pt. 1 20 
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Mr. Neweu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Did you have texts, did you have any textbooks, manuals 
employed in the lectures ? | 

Mr. Newetu. Yes, they had various reference books, the booklet 
prepared by the Bureau with various references. 

Mr. Moss. The instructor, Mr. Inglehorn, is he a member of any 
professional appraisal groups ¢ 

Mr. Newe.u. Yes, sir; I believe he is. 

Mr. Moss. He is? 

Mr. Newe . I believe he is. 

Mr. Moss. Have there been any study programs continuing since 
that date available to personnel within the Bureau ? 

Mr. Newey. Only on the part of the activity of each office. 

Mr. Moss. Only on the part 

Mr. Neweii. And the improvement in the manual procedures, 
There have been some changes in manual procedures, revisions. 

Mr. Moss. There have been improvements in manual procedures? 

Mr. Newe tu. No, sir; in manual procedures, just small changes in 
the procedures. 

Mr. Moss. There is an updating of the manual which goes on con- 
stantly ? 

Mr. Neweti. That’s right. 

Mr. Moss. In order to improve and better inform you on appraisal 
practic th 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, and reviews of cases coming to the attention— 
alling to our attention any deficiencies that might be—— 

Mr. Moss. You heard the testimony of Mr. Nye; do you feel he 
correctly assigned to the manual the underlying policies which that 
manual enunciates 4 

Mr. Newe... Yes, sir; I would say so. 

Mr. Moss. You feel he did so correctly assign ? 

Mr. Newe tt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel his interpretation of that manual as it re- 
lated to his appraisal was correctly stated ? 

Mr. Newetw. Not in certain parts; no, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel, then, back to the question of comparability 
which I believe we discussed briefly the other day, there was not in 
fact fully comparable transactions available in that area ? 

Mr. Newer. Yes, there were transactions in the area that were 
considered, not comparable in certain respects. I could explain that. 

Mr. Moss. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Newe tt. In the transactions used, both by Mr. Nye—I might 
say that I was a part of it—I was assigned to assist in the appraisal 
of those lands along with two other men. Mr. Buzan is the State 

“ange and forestry officer for Arizona. 

Mr. Moss. A Federal employee ? 

Mr. Newewu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Does he have there an appraisal responsibility in con- 
nection with his job ? 

Mr. Neweww. Only as acting on a review board. 

Mr. Moss. Only as to acting on a review board ? 

Mr. Newe tt. As far asI know. 
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Mr. Moss. All right, he was from outside the Bureau of Land 
Management ‘ 

Mr. Neweui. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. He is within the Bureau of Land Management? 

Mr. Newe tt. He is within—a staff officer of the State supervisor. 

Mr. Moss. Is he still with the Bureau of Land Management? 

Mr. Newe.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. All right. 

Mr. Newet. The sales used both by Mr. Nye and us in our report 
were the same. The information of Mr. Nye, ‘the information he had 
was obtained by us and given to him. In considering those sales, you 
will find that the lands involved are segregated into various types, 
and those documents, actually they were not ; sales, they were not con- 
summated or completed sales, those I believe were listed as sales op- 
tion agreements. ‘They were agreements of sales. Whether or not 
those have been consummated, I don’t know. The sales were all be- 
tween a private individual and the Kennecott Copper Corp. as pur- 
chaser. The sales involved improved agricultural lands, and by that 
I mean lands actually in crop. Those were valued I believe at $500 
ver acre. Further broken down by dry farmland, and river bottom 
land that could possibly be farmed, there were mining claims, private 
patented mining claims, were purchased, and r: angelands. We felt 
that those sales, while they represented a pattern in the area, were 
sales to a specific individual, that being the Kennecott Copper Corp. 

We interpreted, and I believe the manual so states, that fair market 
value is to persons in general in contradistinction to a specific indi- 
vidual. After interviewing the manager of the Kennecott Copper 
Corp. we were informed that the lands had been desired for a pos- 
sible townsite. Further interview with him found that possibly the 
lands might not be used for that purpose; the exact location hadn't 
been determined, and I don’t know where the town is at the present 
time. I haven’t been through there, but we had information it pos- 
sibly would be a townsite, ‘but we felt the sales represented a con- 
siderable amount of compulsion. The company, the manager of the 
company, advised that they had to purchase them. They purchased 
lands they didn’t want, due to their experiences with smoke damage 
suits in other areas of the State. They felt that high price, whatever 
they paid for it, might save them funds in the long run because of 
the threat of smoke damage suits. 

Mr. Moss. That was Kennecott’s problem, not the Government’s, 
wasn’t 4 ? 

Mr. Newexy. That is true. 

Mr. Moss. And the fact that only one buyer is interested in a sub- 
stantial area for a use which clearly raises the level, general level, is 
amost significant factor, is it not? 

Mr. Newent. It is. It certainly was a fact to consider, yes. 

Mr. Moss. I have in my district lands which were felt just a few 
short years ago to be complete ‘ly worthless, dredged over lands, huge 
piles of boulders on them, just rocks as far as you can see, and a 
corporation came in and bought some of that for around $20 an acre, 
and I would just love to have some of it today for $400 or $500 an 
acre, and yet. probably this is still the only buyer available, but it has, 


because of the working of economics, forced the price up, and it will 
continue to go up. 
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Mr. Horrman. You're as bad off as I am; I could have bought 4 
whole township and then darned if they didn’t pay 14 million for y 
gas well there. 

Mr. Moss. This wasn’t by discovering gas; it is still the same old 
land where they found a bulldozer could ‘do an awful lot of work jp 
leveling it, and a little topsoil brought in and spread on it created 
usable industrial sites. 

I would say there is an undue concern shown to the problems of the 
buyer rather than the business of the Government. 

Do you have any more questions ? 

Mr. Monreomery. I would like to ask two or three, Mr. Chairmay. 
if I may. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. ae ry. 

Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Newell, who appointed this review board t 
review Mr. Nye's appraisal # 

Mr. Newewu. The review board is set up with the Director: jt js 
set up— 

Mr. Monvcomery. By the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage. 
ment in Washington / 

Mr. Newew. Yes, it isa standard Bureau operating procedure, 

Mr. Monrcomery. Standard in what respect’ Explain that 
further. 

Mr. Newett. A review board is set up in the Director's Office. 

Mr. Montcomery. I mean in every case do you have a review 
board ¢ 

Mr. Newe.w. It is a—not in every case. 

Mr. Monrcomery. In cases where you have a complaint / 

Mr. Newer. There is a review board set up at all times: yes, sir, 

Mr. Monrcomery. In this case the review board was set up because 
you had a complaint on the Nye appraisal as being too high 

Mr. Newewt. No, sir; we had a review, we had appraisals from 
the outside and the board considered the appraisal. 

Mr. Monrcomery. I know they considered the appraisal, but who 
thought it was necessary for the review board to reconsider the 
appr auisal ? 

Mr. Newe i. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Monvreomery. It came from Washington 4 

Mr. Newew. It would be the State supervisor's office—that’s true— 
no—what happened, the report was reviewed at this level, the field 
report of Mr. Nye. It was submitted to the State supervisor who 
called the review board for a review of that report. 

Mr. Monrcomery. The State supervisor, Mr. Rowland, appointed 
the board ¢ 

Mr. Newer... No, sir: the board is set up, and is set up today in 
each Bureau of Land Management office. 

Mr. Monteomery. It is up to Mr. Rowland for that board to fune- 
tion when he considers it necessary ¢ 

Mr. Newe i. Yes. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. Without any instructions from the Director in 
Washington / 

Mr. Newews. That's true, 

Mr. Monrcomery. And you don’t know why Mr. Rowland con- 
sidered it necessary in this case? 
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Mr. Neweiu. No, sir; that would be his decision. That review 
hoard acted on the case and submitted their recommendations to 
Washington. 

Mr. MonrcomMery. You were under no instructions as a member 
of that review board except to review the appraisals / 

Mr. Newent. That’s true. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Was it intimated that the Nve appraisal was too 
high, om that you should find a basis to bring it down a little bit ¢ 

Mr. Newent. No, sit 
Mr. Mon’ rGOMERY. 7 as there any suggestion made to that effect ¢ 
Mr. NEWEL L. No, sir: the review board’s recommendation went into 
the Director's office, a I believe the record will show his answer, 
request ing a reappraisal. 

Mr. Monrcomrery. Now, Mr. Newell, there were other exchange 
transactions that we have considered generally in this hearing involv- 
ing the Kennecott Mining C ‘orp. in the same vicinity as the selected 
lands i in thisecase. You are familiar with those / 

Mr. Newent. Yes, sir; a aa of them. 

Mr. MonrGoMery. In some of those cases the Kennecott Corp. 
elected these lands for exchange because of a desire to expand exist- 
ing industrial operations in that area, is that correct 

Mr. Neweui. That is my understanding, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. Do you know what basis the Bureau of Land 
Management used to appraise the lands selected by Kennecott in 
those cases / 

Mr. Newe.i. Nothing more than what the record would show. 

Mr. Montcomery. Are you familiar with the record? State what 
the record does show in cases involving the Kennecott Corp. 

Mr. Neweuu. As far as I can recall, the record shows the original 
appraisals where cases go back into the forties, 1 believe. 

Mr. Montcomery. The forties, on up through 1955 ¢ 

Mr. Newevi. On up, and the comparability of the land, the high- 
est use. 

Mr. MontcoMery. What was the highest use ? 

Mr. Newe. I believe at that time the production of native forage. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Grazing, in other words? 

Mr. Newey. Yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. And you didn’t consider that land to be more 
valuable because it was immediately adjacent to an industrial oper- 
ation ? 

Mr. Neweww. I don’t recall which cases were next to the industrial 
operation. They were scattered. 

Mr. Monrcomery. But. some of the lands involved in those eases 
were considered generally to be immediately adjacent to industrial 
operations 7 

Mr. Newevi. That's true. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you give that fact any weight whatever in 
your appraisal ? 

Mr. Newexv. It certainly would have been considered. 

Mr. Montgomery. What was the reason it was not given weight, 
it was considered but not given any weight? Was it because of your 
manual inst ruct ions—— 

Mr. Newrtx. No, sir; it would be the independent judgment of the 
appraiser that made the appraisal. 
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Mr. Monteomery. In other words, value in use to persons generally 
in contradistinction to a particular person ? 

Mr. Newet.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. But the other people in that area didn’t use that 
concept in selling to Kennecott ? 

Mr. Newe tt. No, sir. 

Mr. Monteomery. If you had owned the land adjacent to Kenne- 
cott, would you have sold it for $1.25 and $1.50 an acre ? 

Mr. Newewu. It would depend on the best deal I could make with 
the Kennecott Corp. 

Mr. Monteomery. On the basis of your findings, you probably could 
have made a better deal; don’t you think? 

Mr. Newetu. I suppose I could have forced them; yes. 

Mr. Monreomery. In other words, you probably could have gotten 
at least $25 an acre ? 

Mr. Newent. I probably could have held them up for more than 
that ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Looking at this Wittman exchange now, and I know we 
can’t always use hindsight, but looking back do you feel you made an 
error ¢ 

Mr. Newe... I suppose every time we take an action we see our 
mistakes if we made mistakes. “I don’t know; at the time, I felt—— 

Mr. Snrru. I am talking about looking bac ‘k now, do you think you 
did or not ? 

Mr. Newett. I don’t know, sir, I wouldn’t care to express an opinion, 

Mr. Smrrxu. How can you improve your practices if you don’t recog- 
nize whether or not you make errors ? 

Mr. Newett. I recognize that we make errors. 

Mr. Smiru. You do realize now there is a boom in this county? 

Mr. Newe tt. I have realized it as well as any people in this room 
for a long time. 

Mr. Smiru. But not on the Wittman exchange ? 

Mr. Newe wt. I gave it consideration. 

Mr. Suirn. But you didn’t give it any weight whatsoever ? 

Mr. Newe ut. I gave it the w eight shown in the written report. 

Mr. Suir. And that was nothing; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Newe.u. I suppose it is. 

Mr. Smiri. That’s all [ have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Newell, that concludes our requirements for your 
testimony. You are excused. 

We will take a 10-minute recess. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

Mr. Moss. The committee will now be in order. 

We will resume our hearings with Mr. E. I. Rowland, State super- 
visor, Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF E. I. ROWLAND, STATE SUPERVISOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT FOR ARIZONA 


Mr. Montcomery. Mr. Rowland, you are a member of the review 
board which reviewed the appraisal made by Mr. Nye on Arizona pri- 
vate exchange No. 013162? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Montcomery. Will you tell the subcommittee who created that 
review board ¢ 

Mr. Row.anv. The board was created by an order of the Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management, and I don’t have a copy of the order 
with me, but as I recall, the order directed that the State supervisor 
should be chairman and should appoint the remaining members of the 
board. 

Mr. Montcomery. Is this a standing board to consider any matters 
that are necessary to be reviewed, or any appraisals ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; the Director’s order established an appraisal 
revieW board for permanent—or established it permanently in the Di- 
rector’s Office, and in each of the State offices, and I believe also in each 
of the area offices. 

Mr. Montcomery. When is the board used, not in every case 
viously ¢ 

Mr. Row.anp. No, sir; whenever a question comes up concerning ap- 
praisal, or any time that we feel that a review by a group will be 
beneficial. 

re Montcomery. So a question then had arisen in connection with 
Mr. Nye’s appraisal ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; in connection with Mr. Nye’s appraisal as 
compared with the original appraisal. 

Mr. Monrcomery. The difference in the two appraisals constituted 
the question ¢ 

Mr. Row.anp. That is right. 

Mr. MonrGomery. Then you, on your own initiative, ordered 
review ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. I called the board into session, yes. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Did you receive instructions from either your 
area administrator or from the Director in W ashington to convene the 
board in this case ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Then why did you consider it necessary to con- 
vene it ¢ 

Mr. Row.anp. Because of the great difference shown in the values 
originally set and as set in Mr. Nye’s valuation report. 


Mr. Monrcomery. Had there been any complaint on the appraisal 
made by Mr. Nye? 


Mr. Rownanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. That is, no complaint made to you; you don’t 
know whether there was a complaint made to Washington ? 

Mr. Row.anp. I know of no complaint. 

Mr. Montcomery. If a complaint had been made in Washington, 


would it have been the prerogative of the Director to order the 
review ¢ 


Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Montcomery. But he had nothing to do with it in this case: 
he didn’t direct this review ? 

Mr. Row.anp. No, sir; he did not direct my review by the Arizona 
review board. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, Mr. Rowland, you reviewed all the data 


in connection with this appraisal that has been collected by Mr. Nye? 
Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 


, ob- 
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Mr. Monrcomery. You discounted most of that data on which he 
based his appraisal ¢ 

Mr. Rownanp. What are you speaking of now ¢ 

Mr. Monrcomery. Comparable sales, for example. 

Mr. Rownanp. During the appraisal review ‘ 

Mr. Montcomery. Yes, during the appraisal review. 

Mr. Rowtanp. By the board’ 

Mr. Monrcomery. That's right. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, we discounted considerable of the information 
on which Mr. Nye based his report. 

Mr. Monrcomery. Was that because you didn’t have reliance upon 
the judgment of Mr. Nyeas an appraiser ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; I believe Mr. Nye is a very good appraiser, 

Mr. Monrcomery. Yet you feel he did not adequately analyze the 
data that he had collected in connection with this appraisal ? 

Mr. Rowxanp. I felt that he didn’t have in his possession informa- 
tion which we had that. would, I believe, have influenced his appraisal 
as well if he had had the information that we obtained. 

Mr. Moss. Now you mean that a review took place on evidence or 
on information which was not part of the original record being 
reviewed ¢ 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir; we had, as a result of experience in Ari- 
zona, 1 believe, information which was not in Mr. Nye’s possession 
at the time he made his appraisal. 

Mr. Moss. Did you have information which was not in the posses- 
sion of the gentleman who made the first appraisal / 

Mr. Rowtanp. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Moss. Did you consult at all with Mr. Nye to acquaint him 
with the fact that you had information which would not be made 
available to him ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. His report was completed in Denver and 
transmitted to my office, and I didn’t have an opportunity to consult 
with him. 

Mr. Moss. What was the specific nature of the information in your 
possession, or in the possession of the review board, which was not 
available to Mr. Nye at the time he made his appraisal ¢ 

Mr. Rowianp. Information concerning the compulsion, the element 
of compulsion in those sales which he used as evidence 

Mr. Moss. Now let’s pin this down, because as I recall reading his re- 
port, he indicates this was a matter which was considered by him. 

Mr. Rowxanp. I don’t recall that he did, or if he did, 1—— 

Mr. Moss. His testimony this morning indicated that he was fully 
conscious of the fact that there was an element perhaps of compulsion 
in some of these sales, that the Kennecott people were in a position 
where they more or less had to buy. I think quite clearly Mr. Nye’s 

testimony—lI don’t find a specific statement in his report, but the gen- 
eral tenor of the report would indicate again that he was quite aware 
of the Kennecott interests, the peculiar interest of Kennecott in the 
property. What other factors? 

Mr. Row1ianp. Mr. Nye assessed, or added, a value by reason of his 
belief that there was a demand for lands in that area for homesite pur- 
poses. All of our experience and absence of demand is in the form of 
small tract applications, and expressions of interest indicated there 
was no interest in the area for homesites. 


” 
are 
qui 


pe 


oe Gee ee oe 


to 


lies 
det 
cha 
plie 
an 





e 


yn 


On 


he 


ha- 


sal 


or 
ing 


\ri- 


sion 


Ses- 


him 
nade 


and 
nsult 


your 
Ss not 


ment 


11S re- 
\. 


fully 
ulsion 
sition 
Nye’s 
e gen- 
aware 
in the 


of his 
e pur- 
brm of 
there 








LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 307 


Mr. Moss. I believe in your report, the report of the review board, 


you refer to some questionnaire sent out ? 


Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And you sent it to what percentage of the people in the 
area ! 

Mr. Rowianp. We didn’t send out this questionnaire, sir, this was a 
yestionnaire—— 

Mr. Moss. Who sent it out ? 

Mr. Row.anp. That was made available to us by the Kenneedtt Cop- 
per Corp. It was for their employees in the towns of Ray and So- 
nora. 

Mr. Moss. They circularized their employees? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, to determine—— 

Mr. Moss. Have you a copy of that questionnaire ? 

Mr. Row.anp. I believe there is a copy in the record; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. While you are looking for the questionnaire I would like 
toread from your report : 

For purposes of planning, the Galbreath Co. sent questionnaires to 1,078 fami- 
lies residing in the local communities of Ray, Hayden, Sonora, and San Pedro to 
determine whether present residents of those towns would be interested in pur- 
chasing a home in the new area. Copies of the questionnaire: are enclosed. Re- 
plies were received from only 25 percent, and of those only 27 percent indicated 
an interest in purchasing a new home at a price in the neighborhood of $8,900 
with a low downpayment, and monthly payments of approximately $69 a month. 
Righteen percent of the individuals who replied indicated that they would be 
interested in buying a lot in the new area and moving their present home to that 
site. 


Then there is an interesting conclusion : 


It is probable that the majority of those failing to reply are not interested in 
anew location. 

What sampling did you employ to arrive at that conclusion, that the 
lack of response was in itself a negative response ? 

Mr. Rownanp. There seems—it seems logical to me, sir, that - 

Mr. Moss. How do you know if these people who received them were 
all people who anticipated that their place of employment would be 
changed to the point where they would have to consider moving 4 

Mr. Rownanp. As I understand it, they are practically all employees 
of the company, and I believe were probably aware that the town of 
Ray was to be more or less abandoned. 

Mr. Moss. Was it definitely concluded at that point? There seemed 
tobe considerable doubt in the mind of the attorney for Kennecott yes- 
terday as to the definiteness of the plans at that point. 

Mr. Row.anp. Well, that certainly wasn’t my understanding. It 
was my understanding that they definitely planned to mine out the 
area where the town of Ray and I believe Sonora is located. 

Mr. Moss. I think it is most unfortunate that we haven’t a tran- 
sript of yesterday, because Mr. Fennemore said that it was not at 
that time the intention to abandon the towns but rather to create a 
new and additional town. 

Mr. Rowtanp. In that case I have been misinformed, because that 
certainly was my understanding, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I think I am correct, and if I am in error I will enter an 
apology on the record. 

Mr. Row.anp. I didn’t mean to question you 
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Mr. Moss. You are not questioning me, and I haven’t the slightest 
sensitivity to any questioning you might want to do, so you don‘ 
have to apologize. 

Mr. Rowtanp. May I make a statement ? 

Mr. Moss. Certainly. 

Mr. Rownanp. I was unable to hear a considerable part of Mr. Fep- 
nemore’s testimony, and what I was referring to was what I remem- 
bered from my contact with this case at the time we were consider- 
ing it. 

Mr. Moss. But isn’t 25 percent, 27 percent of a 25 percent response, 
one-quarter, it is approximately 7 out of the 25, indicated right off 
that they would be willing or interested in buying a home? Addi- 
tionally, 18 percent would Tike to pick up the old homeste: ad and move 
it to the new site, so you had rather substantial response, about 43 
percent, didn’t you, 45 percent of the 25 percent who responded indi- 

sated that they would have an interest in acquiring either a homesite 
ora home. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I forgot the figures, sir, but you have them there, 

Mr. Moss. I am reading from the report on page 4. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. This represented a sampling of about one-third of the 
total population. Replies were received from only 25 percent, and 
of these only 27 percent indicated an interest in purchasing a new 
home at the price in the neighborhood of $8,900, but 18 percent of 
the individuals who replied indicated that they would be interested 
in buying a lot in the new area and moving their present home to that 
site, so you have a 45 percent affirmative response of the 25 percent 
who replied to the questionnaire. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. A substantial number of people. 

Mr. Rowtanp. That is correct. I found the questionnaire. Would 
you like to have me read the questions on it ? 

Mr. Moss. No, I just want to be sure we have one for the record, 
unless you want to read it. 

Mr. Rowtanp. It is—— 

Mr. Moss. Have we had one supplied for the record ? 

Mr. Montcomery. No. In fact, that’s all that would be necessary, 
if Mr. Rowland could provide a copy of it for the record. 

Mr. Horrman. Just a moment, will we have one in the record?! 

Mr. Moss. That is what I am trying to establish now, if we have 
one available for the record. 

Mr. Rownanp. I don’t have one available. 

Mr. Moss. Will you prepare a copy of that and make it available 
to the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And it will be put in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to follows:) 

Jury 19, 1957. 

Number of questionnaires mailed : 

Hayden and San Pedro: total 1,463. 

An immediate response will be appreciated. 

John W: Galbreath & Co. is contemplating a new housing project in the area 
between Ray and Hayden (complete with new business district, schools, and 
churches). In order for us to intelligently plan the size of our program, Wwe 
need to know certain information from the present residents in Ray, Sonora, 

Hayden, and San Pedro. 
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Will you please answer the following questions and return the questionnaire 
to our Office. A self-addressed stamped envelope is furnished for your conven- 
jence. i 7 

1, Are you buying the house where you now live? 









Hayden - - --------- ~---- n= =-2-------- wennne-2------- 44 14 
San Pedro « . — sncinsitnenlianakaanenyeppian lag stadedeinsiatwdy aa dpnating lgiiaanionn a as 13 20 


——— 








2 If new houses are built in a new townsite (between Ray and Hayden) at 
a price in the neighborhood of $8,900 per house, with monthly payments of ap- 
proximately $69 per month and a low downpayment, do you plan to buy a 
house ? 


new 








Hayden ‘ 
San Pedro . 11 21 


If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is yes, please answer questions 3a and 3b. 
3a. Will you plan to sell your present house when the new house is ready for 
you? 
















Hayden. - 
San Pedro. 5 10 



















3b. Will you retain the ownership of your present house and rent it to others? 


| 










4, Would you desire to buy a vacant 
present house to the new townsite? 


lot in the new townsite and move your 






Hayden 
San Pedro. 


97 
0 









Certain houses cannot be moved due to the type of construction. 
houses are not worth moving to the new townsite. 
tions on older houses coming into the new townsite. 

5. Additional remarks, requests for: Drugstore (1), grocery store (2), variety 
store (1), beauty shop (1), hotel (1), motel (1), gas station (1). 


JOHN W. GALBREATH & Co., 
By JAcK NAYLOR. 


Also certain 
There will be zoning restric- 









Number of questionnaires mailed: 






An immediate response will be appreciated. 
John W. Galbreath & Co. is contemplating a new housing project in the area 
between Ray and Hayden (complete with new business district, schools, and 
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churches). In order for us to intelligently plan the size of our program, we need 
to know certain information from the present residents in Ray, Sonora, Hayden 
and San Pedro. See 
Will you please answer the following questions and return the questionnaire jo 
our office. A self-addressed stamped envelope is furnished for your convenience 
1. Are you buying the house where you now live? ; 


Ray - . 103 38 
Sonora. _- 6 32 


2. If new houses are built in a new townsite (between Ray and Hayden) at g 
price in the neighborhood of $8,900 per house, with monthly payments of approxi- 
mately $69 per month and a low downpayment, do you plan to buy a new house’ 


Yes No 


Ray 32 4 
Sonora . 10 


If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is yes, please answer questions 3a and 3b. 
3a. Will you plan to sell your present house when the new house is ready for 
you? 


Ray 13 
Sonora 4 


3b. Will you retain the ownership of your present house and rent it to others? 


Yes Ne 


Ray 


Sonora 


4. Would you desire to buy a vacant lot in the new townsite and move your 
present house to the new townsite? 


Ray 


Sonora 


Certain houses cannot be moved due to the type of construction. Also certain 
houses are not worth moving to the new townsite. There will be zoning restric 
tions on older houses coming into the new townsite. 

5. Additional remarks, requests for: Drugstore (1), grocery store (2), variety 
store (1), beauty shop (1), hotel (1), motel (1), gas station (1). 

JoHN W. GALBREATH & Co., 
By Jack NAYLOR. 

Mr. Moss. Now, you sent to 1,078; you had 25-percent response, you 
had response from about 250 people, and 45 percent of them indicated 
an interest, and this represented in the sampling of only one-third, 
you had about 400 people who indicated an interest to get homesites of 
some sort. 
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Mr. Horrman. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman, I thought you said 28 
ercent of the 25 percent. 

Mr. Moss. I said 27 percent of the 25 percent. 

Mr. Horrman. Oh. 

Mr. Moss. You have 1,078 questionnaires sent out, and they are 
going to only one-third of the people in the area, so you have a 33% 
percent sampling. _You received responses from 25 percent of that 
group. Breaking it down, 27 percent of the 25 percent wanted to 
acquire homes, and 18 percent of the 25 percent wanted to acquire 
homesites for the purpose of relocating homes they then owned in the 
old townsite. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I believe that is correct, siz 

Mr. Moss. And you say this information was not available to Mr. 
Nye! 

‘Mr. Rowtanp. I believe the information was available, but he did 
not obtain it. We obtained this information after Mr. Nye had left 
Arizona. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, it appeared to you and to your review 
board that if was a matter of proper concern for the review board as 
to whether or not Kennecott would find a ready market for the land it 
was cong to acquire from you?! ? 

Mr. Rowianp. No, sir. I think we explained in the report, Kenne- 
cott Co. was having a great deal of difficulty in obtaining and hold- 
ing employees because of the unsatisfactory housing conditions in their 
existing towns, and they had worked up a proposed agreement with 
[ believe it was this Galbreath Construction Co. which put out the 
questionnaire, to construct homes on the basis that Kennecott would 
turn over the land free of charge to the Galbreath Construction Co. 
and the company would build homes on those lands at a certain price 
to be sold to the Kennecott employees at a certain price. 

Mr. Moss. Now, after you discuss in your report on page 4 the Gal- 
breath questionnaire, you make a statement that no support was 
found on the reinvestigation for Mr. Nye’s statement that there are 
40) families in Ray and Sonora who want to ac quire small tracts for 
homesites. You based your rejection of that contention on the 
questionnaire. 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; that’s correct. There is also the other ele- 
ment that we had had no application and this land was open to small 
tract application. 

Mr. Moss. You had no applications after it became generally 
known as the plans of Kennecott Copper ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I believe that is correct. That is my memory, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s be very, very certain of this, Mr. Rowland. I 
don’t want bauble; I want the exact information. 

Mr. Row.tanp. I wouldn’t be able to furnish that here, sir, without 
checking our records. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I want it, because I’m not going to make my con- 
clusions on the basis of assumptions or what might prove a faulty 
recollection. I want exact facts as to the time the small tracts were 
available, whether the statement that no applications were received 
was true after the plans of Kennecott were generally known. 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 


; Mr. Moss. The record will be held open at this point to receive that 
information. 








312 LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ARIZONA STATE SUPERVISOR CONCERNING AVAILABILITY FoR Smary 
TRACT APPLICATION OF LANDS PATENTED UNDER PRIVATE EXCHANGE Arrzona- 
013162 AND NUMBER OF SMALL TRACT APPLICATIONS FILED ON THESE L ANDs 


The records of the Arizona Land Office, Bureau of Land Management, show 
that the lands patented to D.B. Morgan under private exchange Arizon: a-013162 
were open and available for application under the Small Tract Act of June 1, 1938 
(52 Stat. 609), as amended, from the time that the act became effective. until 
the time that the lands finally were patented and that during that time no smajj 
tract applications were filed on these lands. 

E. I. ROWLAND, 
State Supervisor, Arizona, 
Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Moss. All right, now, we have determined, one, that Mr. Nye 
didn’t have the information contained in the Galbreath questionnaire, 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Two, that he didn’t know that the Kennecott people were 
being forced to pay perhaps a little more in some instances than the 
property might be worth because of an unusual factor which arose in 
connection with the property. 

Mr. Rowtanp. That was my impression, that he did not consider 
the element of compulsion. 

Mr. Moss. All right, what else didn’t he know ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I believe that—and this I can’t say except I believe— 
that he didn’t consider the fact that many of these sales represented, 
in addition to the patented acreage sold, the sale of Federal and State 
grazing leases, the sale of complete ranch units, which includes the 
Federal] and State leases, and there is a peculiar situation, at least it 
was peculiar to me—— 

Mr. Moss. Who asked that Mr. Nye come down here, or who sent 
him down here ? 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me, Mr. Moss. You aren’t letting the 
witness—— 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman, you and I have this every time we have a 
meeting, and I am going to flatly refuse your argument. 

Mr. Horrman. Will you let me make my objection / ¢ 

Mr. Moss. Make your objection a dozen times. 

Mr. Horrman. If you don’t permit the witness to answer the 
questions—— 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Hoffman will present to you the text of his objec- 
tions so there will be no possibility of misinterpreting it. 

Mr. Horrman. I just want you to let the witness answer the 
questions. 

Mr. Moss. Would you read the last question, please ? 

(The record was read.) 

Mr. Moss. Who asked that Mr. Nye come down here or who sent 
him down here? 

Mr. Rowtanp. In discussing the matter of this Kennecott exchange, 
the Morgan exchange, with the lands officer from the Director’s ; Office, 
the Director’s staff, ‘he suggested that Mr. Nye come down, and I fully 
agreed. I requested then that Mr. Nye be made available to us. 

Mr. Moss. In discussing with the Director—— 

Mr. Rowtanp. With the member of the Director’s staff, sir 
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Mr. Moss. All right, he suggested that Mr. Nye come down. Were 
you gener: ally fe amiliar with Mr. Nye’s background 

Mr. Rowtanp. I was informed that he was a qualified appraiser, 
yes, sir. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ . 

“ Mr. Moss. Now, he indicated in testimony here this morning that 
he has had exte nsive exper lence in appraising in Western States. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Where the problems are rather comparable, the prob- 
Jems which you mentioned as another item which you didn’t feel he 
was aware of. Now the reason I injected my question where I did 
was because you had made the statement that you didn’t think he 
was aware of this fact, which any appraiser, any realtor, any cattle- 
man, any knowledgeable person in a Western State would know, and 
you say you don’t think he was aware of it. That I cannot believe, 
sir, Are you serious? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. ‘Then you must have had serious reservations regarding 
the competence of this man who was sent here to resolve a rather diffi- 
cult appraisal problem. Continue. 

Mr. Rowianp. Could you repeat the original question so that I 
“an—I have lost the thread. 

Mr. Moss. Would you read the question ? 

(The record was read.) 

Mr. Moss. You said you didn’t think Mr. Nye, with all this experi- 
ence in the West, knew of this operation of leasehok ling which is 
so characteristic within and throughout the Western States. Do 
you want to stand on that answer? 

’ Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You do? All right, go ahead now, and give me the 
other reasons—things you didn’t think he was informed of. 

Mr. Rowianv. This common practice that I referred to in this 
State of selling ranch units which contained very small acreage fre- 
quently of privately owned land, patented land, and very large acre- 
ages of State and Federal leases, resulting in greatly increased per 
acre values if you apply it only to the private 1: inds that are included 
in the transaction, a great deal of value was assigned to the leases 
of State and Federal lands. 

Mr. Moss. Let’s go back, then, to Mr. Newell’s testimony. He 
worked on the or iginal appraisal, and he said that your office here in 
Phoenix supplied Mr. Nye with the information regarding compar- 


able transactions, that he used what was made available from this 
office. 


Mr. Rownianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Now certainly that must have contained these highly 
relevant facts if that information was carefully prepared and prop- 
erly evaluated in its first use in an appraisal, then made available 
to Mr. Nye, and the testimony is that he used your material, the ma- 
terial of this offic ‘e, and that testimony comes from Mr. Newell. Isn’t 
your office sufficiently diligent to see that that type of information is 
made + available to a man coming in from outside the immediate area 
who is going to undertake a reappraisal ? 
that of your ‘subordins ites? 


Mr. Rowranp. Cert: ainly it should have been provided, but 


Wouldn’t you require 
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Mr. Moss. Shouldn’t your assumption have been that it was, rather 
than that it was not? 

Mr. Row.anp. I don’t believe it was, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Your assumption is that your office was not efficient ? 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That is an awfully damaging admission. It is yours, 
not mine. Continue. 

Mr. Rowtanp. I think that’s all, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That’s all. It’s fantastic. 

Let’s get into a more happy field. Yesterday you testified that 
3,046 applications were affected by the order issued pursuant to a 
specific request made by me as ¢ hairman of this subcommittee for sus- 
pension of final actions on disposals involving appraisals. I want 
the dates of application on the 3,546 cases ms ade available to the com- 
mittee. I want to know which of those cases would have closed. In 
other words, which ones actually would have received final action, 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Between the 10th day of December 1959 and the 8th 
day of February 1960, because I am certain it is not your testimony, 
even though you said they were affected, that all 3,546 would have 
received final action in a 60-day period. 

Mr. Row.Lanp. Would you give me those dates again, sir? 

Mr. Moss. The dates of the suspension order, December 10, 1959, 
to February 8, 1960; 414 public sales, 80 exchanges, 3,000 small tracts, 
among that group, but 1 want to have in this record material sufli- 
ciently definitive to spell out unmistakably the impact of that order 
which I requested. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. May I ask a question / 

Mr. Moss. Certainly. 

Mr. Rowtanp. In m: king my statement yesterday I didn’t say that 
these were all final actions, I mean that this prevented final action. 
I said that this was, as I recall, that this order could possibly affect 
these cases because they were of the type that required appraisal. I 
don’t think I went into that much detail, but that was my intent. 

Mr. Moss. I am glad to have that clarification, because quite can- 
didly, and this is not criticism directed at you, since that order went 
into effect I have had a great number of telephone valls and telegrams, 
and of that great number of people who were informed that they had 
to get my approval on their case, only three involved final action, only 
three were even remotely ready for final action. 

I don’t know what instructions or what information has been given 
to applicants. I was informed that in one Western State they" were 
sent mimeographed letters saying that my request had caused suspen- 
sion of h: andling of their cases, so ) I want to know now what the impact 
was. I know what the intent was. 

I am told that lots of these cases hang around for a number of years 
before they are concluded. Only when the ore is issued pursuant 
to my request do they suddenly all become ready for final approval, 
so I want to see what magic, maybe it is a poem thing to request the 
order, it works a miracle. "That isn’t directed at you. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Thank you, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 
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Lists OF APPLICATIONS PENDING IN THIS OFFICE ON WHICH ACTION WAS Sus- 
pENDED UPON INSTRUCTION OF THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 


LAND 


DATED DECEMBER 10, 1959. 


Small tract certificates pending issuance of patents in Director’s Office, 
Jan. 12, 1960 


Serial No. 
AR-05250 ! 
AR-06386 ! 
AR-012151 
AR-012152 
AR-012156 
AR-012167 
AR-012168 
AR-012193 
AR-012197 
AR-012200 
AR-012213 
AR-012219 
AR-012222 
AR-012231 
AR-012342 
AR-012348 
AR-012349 
AR-012375 
AR-012385 
AR-012394 
AR-012395 
AR-012899 
AR-O012416 
AR-012443 
AR-012445 
AR-O012511 
AR-012519 
AR-012553 
AR-012561 
AR-012566 
AR-012576 
AR-012587 
AR-012597 
AR-012610 
AR-012613 
AR-012614 
AR-012617 
AR-012628 
AR-012635 
AR-012636 
AR-012639 
AR-012651 
AR-012660 
AR-012664 
AR-012682 
AR-012695 
AR-012696 
AR-012706 
AR-012739 
AR-012740 
AR-012743 
AR-012749 
AR-012758 

AR-012805 
AR~012807 
AR-012835 
AR-012839 ! 
AR-012840 ! 
AR-012841 ! 
AR-012842 1 


Date filed 


Aug. 24, 


Apr. 23, 
Aug. 24, 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Aug. 27, 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Aug. 29, 


Do. 
Do. 


Aug. 30, 


Do. 


Aug. 31, 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Sept. 4, 


Do. 


Sept. 7, 


Do. 


Sept. 11, 


Do. 


Sept. 12, 


Sept 
Sept 
Do. 


Do. 
Do 


Sept. 19, 
Sept. 20, 


Do. 
Do. 


Sept. 21, 
Sept. 24, 


Do. 


Sept. 25, 
Sept. 26, 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Sept. 27, 


Do. 
Do. 


Sept. 28, 
Oct: 5; 
Oct. 8, 


Oct. 


Oct. 


. 13, 1956 
Sept. 14, 

. 17, 1956 
Sept. 18, 


11, 1956 
Uet.. 12. 
15, 1956 


1956 | 


1954 | 
1956 | 
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Serial No. 


AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 


| AR 


1956 


1956 | 


| 
| 


1956 | 


AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR- 
AR 
AR 


| AR 


1956 
1956 | 
1956 

| 
1956 | 
1956 
1956 


1956 | 


1956 
1956 


1956 
1956 | 


1956 
1956 


1956 


1956 
1956 
1956 


1956 





‘Small tract lease options; other, small tracts. 


54676 


21 


AR 
| AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
| AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR- 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
| AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 
AR 


012849 ! 
012864 ! 
012865 ! 
012877 ! 
012882! 
012906 ! 
012975! 
013140! 
013223 ! 
013315! 
013414! 
013444 ! 
013649 ! 
014192 
014279 
014346 
014384 
014631 
014646 
014647 
014750 
014751 
015652 
015845 
015850 
015856 


-~015859 


015860 
015870 
015871 
OL5872 
015874 
O15875 
015876 
015887 
015888 
O1L5889 
015890 
015901 
015902 
015903 
016142 
016147 
O16179 
016180 
016182 
016199 
016200 
016201 
016204 
016213 
016214 
016222 
016221 
016230 
016231_ 
016256 
016257 
O1L6571_ 
016572 


Date filed 


Oct. 
Oct. 


Oct. 


Oct. 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Nov. 
Nov. 
Dee. 
Dec. 
Dee. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Mar. 


Apr. 
Apr. 


May 


May 


June 


Do. 
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16, 1956 
17, 1956 


19, 1956 
Do. 
22, 1956 
29, 1956 
7, 1956 
19, 1956 
27, 1956 
5, 1956 
6, 1956 
19, 1956 
1, 1957 
12, 1957 
20, 1957 
26, 1957 
1, 1957 
Do. 
Do. 
4, 1957 


9, 1957 
15, 1957 


9, 1957 
Do. 
7, 1957 


Do. 
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Small tract certificates pending issuance of patents in Director’s Office, 
Jan. 12, 1960—Continued 


Serial No. 
AR-016626 
AR-017981 
AR-017982 
AR-017984 
AR-017988 
AR-017999 
AR-018001 
AR-018005 
AR-018006 
A R-018007 
AR-018008 
AR-018041 
AR-018042 
AR-018205 
AR-018206 
AR-—-018680 


AR-018998 | 


AR-019050 2 


AP-019314 ? 


AR-019368 
AR-019369 
AR-019386 
AR-019640 
AR-021941 
AR-022168 
A R-022169 
AR-022199 
AR-022200 
A R-022335 
A R-023044 
AR-023203 
AR-023204 
AR-023205 
AR-023217 
A R-023262 
Phx—083507 


AR-013192 ? 


AR-018219 ? 


AR-013222 ? 
AR-013224 ? 


AR-013226 ? 


> 


AR-013248 ? 
AR-013254 ? 
AR-013267 ? 
AR-013269 ? 
AR-013301 ? 
AR-013305 ? 
AR-013316 ? 
AR-013317 ? 
AR-013319 ? 
AR-013320 2 
AR-013321 ? 
AR-013329 ? 


AR-013333 ? 
AR-013384 ? 
AR-013466 ? 


AR-013467 ? 
AR-013482 ? 


AR-013497 ? 


AR-013509 ? 


2 Lease options; others, direct sales. 
3 Small tract lease options; others, direct sales, 


Date filed 


June 17, 1957 


Mar. 24, 1958 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Mar. 25, 1958 
Do. 
Apr. 4, 1958 
Do. 
May 23, 1958 


July 10, 1958 


July 22, 1958 
Sept. 8, 1958 
Sept. 15, 1958 
Do. 
Sept. 16, 1958 
Oct. 13, 1958 
July 8, 1959 
July 20, 1959 
Do. 
July 21, 1959 
Do. 
July 27, 1959 
Sept. 2, 1959 
Sept. 8, 1959 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Dec. 3, 1946 
Nov. 15, 1956 
Nov. 19, 1956 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Nov. 20, 1956 
Nov. 21, 1956 
Nov. 23, 1956 
Do. 
Do. 

Nov. 26, 1956 
Nov. 27, 1956 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Dee. 3, 1956 
Dec. 7, 1956 

Do. 

Dee. 10, 1956 
Do. 

Dee. 11, 1956 





Serial No. 


AR-013513? 
AR-013523 2 
AR-013527 ? 
AR-013561 2 
AR-013574 2 
AR-013588 2 
AR-013632? 
AR-013678 2 
AR-013770? 
AR-013792 2 
AR-013813 3 
AR-013838 3 


AR-014712 


AR-014728 
AR-015892_ 
AR-015893_- 
AR-016005 


AR-016184_- 
AR-016208_ 
AR-016211 
AR-016212__ 


AR-016218____ 


AR-018274 3. 
AR-019101 *. 
AR-019114 3 


AR-019115 3___ 


AR-019387 
AR-019389_ 


AR-019390______ 


AR--020084__ 
AR-020085__ 
AR-—020086_ 


AR-020087___ 


AR-020088__ 
AR-020089__- 
AR-020105- 
AR-022334 
AR-010083 3_ 


AR-0102423___- 


AR-011777 3 
AR-012001 3 
AR-012036 3 


AR-012148 3__ 
AR-012177 3__ 


AR-012184 3 


AR-012194 3___ 
AR-012290 3__ 
AR-012341 3__ 
AR-012358 3__ 
AR-012398 3___ 


AR-012405 3 


AR-012455 3 
AR-012463 
AR-012470 3 
AR-012474 3 
AR-012490 3 


AR-012407 3____- 
AR-012415 3_. 
AR-012421 3____- 
AR-012437 3___ 


Date filed 
Dec. 12, 1956 
Jo. 

Dec. 13, 1956 
Dec. 14, 1956 
do. 

Dec. 17, 1956 
Dec. 18, 1956 
Dec. 20, 1956 
Dec. 26, 1956 

Do. 

Do. 
Dec. 27, 1956 
Mar. 4, 1957 

Do. 


Apr. 15, 1957 


do. 
Apr. 19, 1957 
May 6, 1957 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Apr. 11, 1958 
Aug. 1, 1958 
Aug. 11, 1958 
Do. 


_ Sept. 16, 1958 


Do. 
Do. 
3, 1958 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
4, 1958 


Dee. 


Dec. 


_ July 27, 1959 


Oct. 12, 1955 
Nov. 25, 1955 
June 26, 1956 
July 24, 1956 
July 26, 1956 
Aug. 24, 1956 

Do. 

Do. 
Aug. 27, 1956 
Aug. 28, 1956 
Aug. 29, 1956 


_ Aug. 30, 1956 


Aug. 31, 1956 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


__ Sept. 4, 1956 
Do 


Do. 
Sept. 5, 1956 


_ Sept. 6, 1956 


o> Sip Sem bee Dee Bi Os ee 


LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 317 
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Small tract certificates pending issuance of patents in Director’s Office, 








Jan. 12, 1960—Continued 

Serial No. Date filed Serial No. Date filed 
956 | AR-012548 *_- Sept. 10, 1956 | AR—012988 3 Oct. 30, 1956 
AR-012557 *- Sept. 11, 1956} AR-013013 3 Oct. 31, 1956 

956 AR-012562 ° Do. AR 013016 8 Do. 

956 AR-012565 *- Sept. 12, 1956 | AR—-013022 4 : Do. 
AR-012620 °__- Sept. 18, 1956 | AR-013068 Nov. 6, 1956 

1956 AR-012663 * Sept. 24, 1956 | AR-013079 Do. 

1956 AR-012669 * Do. AR-013092 Do. 

1956 AR-012670 * Do. AR-013130 8 Do. 
1956 AR-012703 *_- Sept. 26, 1956 | AR-013136 3 Nov. 7, 1956 

AR-012705 3 Do. AR-013141 3 Do. 
AR-012726 ° Sept. 27, 1956 | AR-013154 3 Nov. 9, 1956 
1956 AR-012733 * Do. AR-013164 8 Nov. 13, 1956 
1957 AR-012798 *_- _.. Oct. 4, 1956] AR-013184 3 Nov. 14, 1956 

AR-012956 * ... Oct. 26, 1956! 
1957 :Small tract lease options; others, direct sales. 
1957 Small tract lease options pending issuance of cash certificate 

1957 Serial No. Date of application Serial No. Date of application 
| AR-013050 : Nov. 5, 1956 | AR-017383 Nov. 22, 1957 

AR-013318 Nov. 27, 1956} AR-017384 Do. 
: | AR-013578 Dee. 14, 1956 | AR-013150 Nov. 8, 1956 
, 1958 AR-013201 Nov. 16, 1956 | AR-013376 Dec. 3, 1956 
E 1958 | AR-013377 Dee. 3, 1956) AR-013512 Dee. 12, 1956 
1958 | AR-O12914 Oct. 23, 1956| AR-013560 Dec. 14, 1956 

" AR-013672 Dec. 20, 1956 | AR—013572 Do. 
3, 1958 AR-013673 Do. AR-012585 Dec. 17, 1956 
) AR-013380 Dec. 3, 1956} AR-013631 Dec. 18, 1956 
). AR-012487- Sept. 5, 1956} AR-013712 Dee. 26, 1956 
3, 1958 AR-012441 Sept. 4, 1956} AR-012451 Sept. 4, 1956 
). AR-012467 Do. | AR-012625 Dec. 18, 1956 
>. AR-012471 Do. AR-012762 Dec. 26, 1956 
0. AR-012699 Sept. 26, 1956 | AR-013388 Dee. 3, 1956 
0. AR-012701 Do. | AR-013780 Dec. 26, 1956 
0. AR-012173 Aug. 24, 1956 | AR—-013552 Dec. 13, 1956 
4, 1958 AR-012323 Aug. 28, 1956 | AR-012017 July 25, 1956 
27, 1959 AR-012426 Aug. 31, 1956} AR—012797 Oct. 4, 1956 
12) 1955 AR-012434 Do. | AR-013626 Dee. 19, 1956 
25, 1955 AR-012435 Do. | AR-013800 Dec. 26, 1956 
26, 1956 AR-012458 Sept. 4, 1956 | AR-014016 Jan. 22, 1957 
24, 1956 AR-012508 Sept. 7, 1956} AR-017584 Jan. 16, 1958 
26, 1956 AR-012645 Sept. 20, 1956 | AR—-017620 Jan. 22, 1958 
24, 1956 AR-012648 Sept. 21, 1965 | AR-012420 Aue. 31, 1956 
)o. AR-012994 Oct. 30, 1956) AR-012457 Sept. 4, 1956 

Jo. AR-016909_ Aug. 1, 1957 | AR-012461 Do. 
27, 1956 AR-012401- Aus. 31, 1956| AR-012478 Sept. 5, 1956 
28, 1956 AR-012404_ Do. AR-012538 Sept. 10, 1956 

29, 1956 AR-012419 a Do. AR-012546 Do. 
30, 1956 AR-013473 Dee. 10, 1956} AR-012551 Sept. 11, 1956 
31, 1956 AR-013499 Do. AR-012616 Sept. 18, 1956 
Do. AR-013529_ Dec. 13, 1956 | AR-012633 Sept. 20, 1956 

Do. AR-013595 Dec. 17, 1956} AR-012640 Do. 

Do. AR-013705 Dec. 21, 1956} AR-012644 Do. 
Do. AR-013720_ Dec. 26, 1956} AR-012680 Sept. 25, 1956 
Do. AR-013721 Do. AR-013058 Nov. 5, 1956 
. 4, 1956 AR-013811 Do. AR-013142 Nov. 15, 1956 
Do. AR-013799 Do. AR-013263 Nov. 23, 1956 
Ts ae AR-013922_ Jan. 7, 1957 | AR-012403 Aug. 31, 1956 
;. 5, 1956 AR-016886 July 31, 1957} AR-012480 Sept. 5, 1956 
;. 6, 1956 AR-017452_ Dec. 9, 1957| AR-012588 Sept. 14, 1956 
AR-013257 Nov. 21, 1956} AR-012650 Sept. 21, 1956 
AR-013417_ Dec. 5, 1956} AR-013516 Dec. 12, 1956 
AR-013459___ Dec. 7, 1956' AR-012586 Sept. 14, 1956 
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Small tract lease options pending issuance of cash certificate 





S? 
Serial No. Date of application Serial No. Date of application 
AR-013517 Dec. 12, 1956 | AR-013387 Dec. 3.1956 | 
AR-013639 Dec. 19, 1956 | AR-013551 Dec. 13,1955 | 09 
AR-012172 Aug. 24, 1956 | AR-013577 Dec, 14,195 | Ol 
AR-013352 Nov. 30, 1956 | AR-013591 Dec. 17,1956 | ol 
AR-013018 Oct. 31, 1956 | AR-013763 Dec. 26,195 | OL 
AR-013027 Do. AR-013812 Dec. 271953 | OL 
AR-013255 Nov. 21, 1956 | AR-012737 Sept. 27,1956 | oll 
AR-013265 Nov. 23, 1956 | AR-013029 Oct. 31, 1956 | 01: 
AR-013266 Do. AR-013247 Nov. 20,1956 | 01 
AR-013389 Dec. 3, 1956| AR-013487 Dec. 10, 1956 012 
AR-013403 Dec. 4, 1956| AR-013488 Do. | 013 
AR-013404 Do. AR-013563 Dee. 14, 1956 ' 
AR-013463 Dec. 7, 1956 | AR-013580 Dec. 17, 1956 
AR-013470 Dec. 10, 1956} AR-010238 Nov. 23, 1955 — 
AR-013471 Do. AR-011300 . Apr. 30, 1956 
AR-013485 Do. AR-013379 _ Dee. 3, 1956 
AR-013486 Do. AR-013472 - Dec. 10,1956 | 
AR-013668___ _ Dee. 20, 1956) AR-017621 _ Jan. 221958 | 
AR-013718 Dec. 26, 1956| AR-012396 Aug. 31, 1956 : 
AR-013175 Nov. 13, 1956} AR-012741 Sept. 27,1956 | gif 
AR-013836 Dec. 27, 1956| AR-012836 Oct. 11) 1956 Oat 
AR-013156 Nov. 9, 1956| AR-013586 Dec. 17, 1956 
AR-013674 Dec. 20, 1956| AR-013590 Do. al 
AR-013752 Do. AR-013656 Dec. 19, 1956 
AR-013757 Dec. 26, 1956] AR-013722 Dec. 26, 1956 
AR-013860 Dec. 27, 1956| AR-013723 Do. 
AR-011567 May 21, 1956| AR-013557 Dec. 14, 1956 AR- 
AR-011568 Do. AR-013711 Dec. 26, 1956 AR- 
AR-012545 Sept. 10, 1956| AR-013760 Do. AR- 
AR-013525 ___ Dee. 12, 1956} AR-013761 Do. AR- 
AR-013546 Dec. 13, 1956| AR-013771 Do. AR- 
AR-013569 Dec. 14, 1956| AR-013798 Do. AR- 
AR-013592 Dec. 17, 1956} AR-013859 Dec. 27, 1956 AR- 
AR-013624 Dee. 18, 1956} AR-015263 Mar. 25, 1957 AR- 
AR-013736 Dec. 26, 1956} AR-013510 Dec. 12, 1956 AR- 
AR-013564 Dec. 14, 1956} AR-013688 Dec. 21, 1956 AR- 
AR-013628 Dec. 18, 1956} AR-013690 ; Do. AR- 
AR-013738 Dec. 26, 1956| AR-013742 _ Dee. 26, 1956 AR- 
AR-012158 Aug. 24, 1956| AR-018211 _ Apr. — 7, 1958 AR- 
AR-012329 Aug. 29, 1956} AR 018249 _ Apr. 9, 1958 AR- 
AR-012583 Sept. 13, 1956] AR-103752 _ Dee. 26, 1956 AR- 
AR-013346 _ Nov. 29, 1956} AR-102506 _ Sept. 7, 1956 AR- 
AR-013435 Dec. 6, 1956! AR-013026 Oct. 31, 1956 AR- 
AR 
AR- 
ARH 
AR- 
ARH 
AR 
AR- 
ARH 
ARH 
ARH 
AR 
AR+( 
AR 
AR~( 
AR-0 
AR-0 
AR-0 
AR-0 
AR-0 
AR-O 
AR~O 


AR-0 
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small tracts—A pplications suspended, decisions to be issued requesting purchase 
money 


vn Serial No. Date of application Serial No Date of application 

95 | 09277! July 15, 1955 | 013626 ! Dec. 18, 1956 

956 | 010872! Feb. 20, 1956] 013411! Nov. 4, 1956 

056 ! 10922 ! Feb. 29, 1956 | 016897 ! July 31, 1957 

O56 | 011062 ! Mar. 26, 1956 | 017370 ! Nov. 19, 1957 

1956 |  o1tgs4! July 20, 1956 | 021883 July 2, 1959 

1956 | 011955 !_- Do. 021884 Do. 

1956 | 012596 ! Sept. LZ, 1956 | 022420 Aug. 6, 1959 

1956 012735 ! Sept. 27, 1956 | 023543 Oct 5, 1959 

1956 | 012736 ! 7 Do. 023544 Do. 
013250 ! Nov. 21, 1956 | 

1956 1 Lease options, others are direct sales. 

1956 

1955 — 

1956 Date of application Serial No Small tracts 

1956 - = 

1956 Aug. 24, 1956 012170 | Report from L. & M. as to amount of purchase 

1958 money after suspension lifted 

1956 Aug. 2, 1956 o1si2| De. 

1956 Sept. 5, 1956 012485 Do 

1956 Oct. 8, 1958 012817 Do 

, 1956 —— 

, 1956 Direct sales—Awaiting issuance of cash certificate 

» 1056 Serial No. Date of application | Serial No. Date of application 

, 1956 AR-06363 Apr. 19, 1954| AR-016225 Do. 

), 1956 AR-06385 Apr. 23, 1954 | AR-016226 Do. 
AR-014268_ Feb. 8, 1957} AR-016227 Do. 
AR-01 4269 Do. AR-016228 Do. 
AR-01 4606 Feb. 28, 1957 | AR-016229 Do. 
AR-014656- Mar. 1, 1957 | AR-016235 Do. 

7. 1956 AR-014670 Mar. 4, 1957) AR-016236 Do. 

5. 1957 AR-014673 Do. AR-016573 June 7, 1957 

2, 1956 AR-014729 Do. AR-017780 Feb. 27, 1958 

1, 1956 AR-014752 Do. | AR-017980 Mar. 24, 1958 

AR-014754 Do. | AR-—019388 Sept. 16, 1958 

6, 1956 AR-014758 Do. |} AR-019655 Oct. 15, 1958 

7, 1958 AR-014759 Do. | AR-020525 Mar. 2, 1959 

9. 1958 AR-014767 Do. | AR-020526 Do. 

6, 1956 AR-014769 Do. AR-020716 Apr. 2, 1959 

7, 1956 AR-014772 Do. AR-020717 Do. 

31, 1956 AR-015043 Mar. 12, 1957} AR—021295 May 29, 1959 
AR-015044 Do. AR-021329 June 1, 1959 
AR-015828 Apr. 15, 1957 | AR—021928 July 7, 1959 
AR-015830 Do. AR-022170 July 20, 1959 
AR-015904 Do. AR-022185 July 21, 1959 
AR-015905 Do. AR-022186 ' Do. 
AR-016004 Apr. 19, 1957 | AR-022197 Do. 
AR-01 6006 Do. AR-022198 Do. 
AR-016149 May 6, 1957} AR—022326 July 27, 1959 
AR-O16151- Do. AR-022362____- July 31, 1959 
AR-016178 Do. A R-022383 Aug. 4, 1959 
AR-016183 Do. AR-022%84 Do. 
AR-016202 Do. AR-023043_ Sept. 2, 1959 
AR-016203_ Do. AR-023160 Sept. 4, 1959 
AR-016205_- Do. AR-023219 Sept. 8, 1959 
AR-016209 Do. AR-023351 Sept. 15, 1959 
AR-016219_ Do. AR-017781 Jan. 4, 1960 
AR-016220__ Do. AR-022171 July 20, 1959 
AR-~016234 Do. AR-O16185 May 6, 1957 
AR-~016210_ Do. AR-016232 ‘Do. 
AR-016217_ Do. AR-017779 Feb. 21, 1958 
AR-016223__ Do. AR-017782__ Do. 
AR-016224__ ; Do. AR-022420__-. Aug. 6, 1959 
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LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


Small tracts—Classified but adjudication action suspended until suspension 
order of Director lifted 


Serial No. 
02075_- 
02079_ 
02083_ 
02091_ 
02093_ 
02094___-_- 
02096____- 
02115_ : 
02119_ 
02120_ 
02121_ 
02122 
02123- 


Date of application 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 


July 


July 


Cases suspended awaiting action 
under the following categories: Pub- | 
lication, action on agreements, divi- | 


sion of land by State supervisor, pos- | 


sible rejection 


Serial No. 


OL74i6.....--- 


018953. . .--- 
019199. ...-- 
I ss acceimens 


019272___-- 
Geeeee. csoc. 
019437___--- 
019514_ _ - 


019719__. 
018852_ ..-- 
019759- 
019762_ - 


021574- - - 
ae | 
023950 _ _ - 





023883 
023971... 
024018_ - .- 
024133. ...--- 
018655- .--- 
020988 _ 


§ 
Be 
% 


020727. -..- 
020898. . . - - ‘ 
023845 _ 


024004... 
i ieee Scere 
GRIN nds nn dpeuee 


Feb. 


| Dec. 


| 


| 


Date of filing | 


2, 1957 


June 26, 1958 


Aug. 19, 1958 
do 


Aug. 28, 1958 


Nov. 24, 1959 


July 30, 1951 





Sept. 22, 1958 
.do 
_do 
Sept. 29, 1958 
Oct. 27, 1958 
June 9, 1958 
Nov. 3, 1958 
Nov. 5, 1958 
-| June 11, 1959 
July 7, 1959 | 
Nov. 23, 1959 
| May 11, 1959 
May 13, 1959 
Oct. 29, 1959 
.| Nov. 10, 1959 
| Nov. 25, 1959 
Dee. 4, 1959 
Dec. 16, 1959 
May 19, 1958 
May 11, 1959 
May 21, 1959 
Apr. 23, 1956 


1, 1959 
Do. 

Dec. 7, 1959 
Apr. 6, 1959 
Apr. 27, 1959 
Oct. 28, 1959 
Dec. 1, 1959 | 
Dec. 7, 1959: 
Dec. 4, 1959 


Serial No. 


10, 1951 | 02185 

11, 1951 | 02199 

12, 1951 | 02222_ 
13, 1951 | 02236 

16, 1951 | 02271 
Do. 02296. 
Do. 02450 

25, 1951 | 03133 

27, 1951 | 05964. 
Do. 06102 
Do. 09737 

Do. 011992 


Scheduled sales canceled 


Serial No. 


017688_ 
018441_ 


019207. 
019196__- 
019197_ 


019515. 


020128- - - 


020160_--- 
020474. - --- 


020566 __ - : 
020868... - 


BLM sale (no 
serial) ____ 





Feb. 
| Apr. 29, 1958 | 


Date of filing 


10, 1958 | 


Aug. 19, 1958 | 
_do 
ss 
| 
Sept. 29, 1958 | 
} 
Dec. 5, 1958 
-| Dee. 17, 1958 
.| Feb. 26, 1959 
| Mar. 3, 1959 
Apr. 20,1959 | 








Dec. 2, 1959 


Date of application 
Sept. 14, 1951 
Sept. 19, 1951 
Sept. 26, 1951 


Oct. 1, 195] 
Oct. 15, 195] 
Oct. 24, 1951 
Nov. 23, 1951 
Mar. 18, 1952 
Feb. 1, 1954 
Mar. 65, 1954 
Sept. 7, 1955 
July 23, 1956 


Final certificates withheld pend- 
ing lifting of suspension of 
Dee. 10, 1959 





Serial No Date of filing 
(20524 Mar. 2, 1959 
020530 Mar. 3, 1959 
020925 | Apr. 30, 1959 
020958 | May 6, 1959 

| 
021184 May 21, 1959 
(123696 Oct. 20, 1959 








,. 


ol 
On 


AR- 
AR- 
AR- 
AR- 
AR- 











m 


951 
951 
951 
951 
951 
951 
1951 
1952 
1954 
1954 
1955 
1956 


pend- 
ion of 


f filing 


r, 2, 1959 
r. 3, 1959 


+. 30, 1959 
y 6, 1959 


yy 21, 1959 
t. 20, 1959 








LAND APPRAISAL PRACTICES 


a 7 j ed , nttitrtr. = 


Serial | Date of ap- z *- | 
No. plication [ype of application Status of case 


017062 | Sept. 3, 1957 | Recreational lease Ready for issuance of decision offering lease and 
| requiring rent. 

do ; sooo Do. 
Recreational purchase Ready for issuance of decision directing publica- 
tion and requiring purchase money. 


017959 | Mar. 20, 1958 
020136 | Dec. 10, 1958 


20604 | Mar. 19, 1959 oa od ..------| Ready for requesting report from National Park 
| Service. 

023850 | Nov. 4, 1959 | Right-of-way - -- “ i 4 Awaiting determination as to amount of rental 
when suspension lifted. 

920172 | Dee. 23,1958 | Special land use application Ready for approval of permit. 


017759 | Feb. 26,1958 | Private exchange janice Ready for approval for patent. 


} 
| 








017822 | Feb. 24, 1958 do ; : 7 Do. 

018439 | Apr. 29, 1958 | do ...------| To be rejected because of unequal values. 

018440 |...do as do ; ‘ | Director affirmed rejection in part by manager. 
Field report awaited on balance. 

018807 | June 5, 1958 | do .------| Action on protest of Maricopa County, then ap- 
prove for patent. 

20208 | Mar. 27, 1959 do as ..-| Publication was ordered but not approved by 





Director. Case returned and now awaiting 
further report from Lands and Minerals. 








Lands and Minerals Division—Cases suspended pending approval of appraisal 
and classification 














Serial number Date filed Type of application 

AR-01680_..- -- ...--.----| Dec. 20,1957 | Public sale. 
AR-O17186...------- ou Oct. 1, 1957 Do. 

BEL b> 2 5idcccecccoen .| July 1,1959 Do. 

AR-021384. .- ; was June 1, 1959 Do. 

AR-091560..........-.-.-.....| June 11, 1959 Do. 

AR-O18894_-.- .-- . _| June 16, 1958 Do. 

AR-010740...........--..-.---| Jan. 19, 1956 Do. 

AR-O10226....................| Aug. 19, 1958 Do. 

 icenednenaneaees Dec. 6, 1957 | Do. 

tS. ccaneeuucns Oct. 27,1958 Do. 

ib icemoccconnecet Oct. 13, 1958 Do. 

peaeee.........-........... May §&, 1960 Do. 

.7eiie........- __...----| Sept. 16, 1957 Do. 

AR-O17113.-.-- es do ae Do. 

AR-O10106....................] Aug. 10, 1968 Do. 

ers | July 1,1959 Do 

AR-017080_.....- ...---.----| Aug. 26, 1957 Do. 

0) | Jan. 19, 1956 Do. 

aE: | July 6, 1959 Do. 

oc damenianaielinn tw < smmnal Do. 

AR-021626....................] Jume 15, 1959 | Do. 

 Swnscosnccs _.| Sept. 29,1959 | Special land use permit. 

AR-021207_............_._.._...| May 25,1959 | Color of title. 

AR-090006.................---| Dec. 16, 1959 Do. 

AR-022374__.. _- __.| Aug. 3,1959 | Small tract, reserved. 

AR-O12188_...................| Dec. 17,1959 | Small tract. 

EES oan asi Do. 

a leech dae ae Do. 

Ree) 2 i Do. 

ec cua loca we Do. 

ek ccncccadcons Apr. 20,1959 | Area classified involving 52 small tract applications. 
enw. _| July 9,1959 | Area classified involving 8 small tract applications. 
A-48840 and A-48843_____.____| May 25,1959 | Area classified involving 88 small tract applications. 
A-49000. oe Sept. 11,1959 | Area classified involving 246 small tract applications. 
A-48004._.__......___________] Sept. 3,1959 | Area classified involving 8 small tract applications. 
a | Aug. 31,1959 | Area classified involving 124 small tract applications. 
incr ccncame sas | June 10,1959 | Area classified involving 16 small tract applications. 
gt | ..| Sept. 16,1959 | Area classified involving 122 small tract applications, 

Total, 694. 





Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Smrrn. On this same line of questioning, in response to what 
one of the other witnesses said yesterday, I take it that since the 
suspension order went into effect you are just not doing anything in 
the office, is that right ? 

Mr. Rowianp. No, that’s not correct. 
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Mr. Smirn. You, as a a matter of fact, had plenty of backlog to 
work on, is that right ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Plenty. May I place in the record the instructions 
that we have received? Would that be of benefit ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Rowxanp. On December 10 we received the following tele. 
type from the Director, addressed to the State superintendent: 

Pursuant to request of Congressman John E. Moss of the House Goverp- 
ment Operations Committee, and until further notice, suspend adjudication 
action and approval of field reports on all cases which involve land appraisals, 
effective close of business December 10. Detailed instructions follow. 

On December 23 we received a memorandum from the Director 
dated December 18, which spelled. out in considerable detail the types 
of cases and the point of suspension. I think I can brief this; it js 
a rather long-winded memorandum. 

Mr. Moss. It isn’t necessary, as long as you desire as long as 
you are supplying it for the record it w vill be here on the table for the 
members to read. 

Mr. Rowtanp. All right; in effect, it applied to stopping action 
at the point of approving appraisal reports, or, if the case had pro- 
ceeded beyond that point, at the point where it would result in com- 
mitting ourselves to an applicant, a final commitment to the appli- 
cant, such as an actual sale, issuance of patent, or approval of a patent. 

(The document referred to follows:) 





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1959. 
Memorandum to: All State supervisors, all area administrators, field services, 
and Eastern States supervisor. 

From: Director. 
Subject: Suspension of appraisal activity. 

On December 10 you were instructed by teletype to suspend certain activities 
involving land appraisals. The following instructions implement that teletype. 


I. BACKGROUND 


This suspension is the result of the request from the House Government 
Operations Committee, which states “that the committee believes that the best 
interests of the United States would be served if final action were suspended 
for at least 60 days on all pending land disposals by the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement where appraisals are involved.” We do not know the scope of the 
committee’s inquiry, or whether the suspension will be terminated at the end 
of 60 days. 

II. POLICY 


We wish to comply with this request for suspension with minimum adverse 
effect upon our total lands programs. These instructions have been prepared 
with that goal in mind. If any offices have any cases or situations on which 
proper action is not clear, or which do not appear to need suspension as directed 
in this memorandum, they are encouraged to advise this office promptly so that 
adequate instructions can be provided. 


III. DEFINITION OF LAND APPRAISALS INVOLVED 


Land appraisals, insofar as this memorandum is concerned, are those actions 
requiring an appraiser to gather suitable data, and analyze and use this data in 
the derivation of a conclusion of land value, for either sale or rental purposes. 
Land prices which are established by statute or regulation are not considered 
to be appraisals and are not involved. 
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IV. TYPES OF CASES OR ACTIONS INVOLVED IN SUSPENSION 


A. Public sales, application-based or on Bureau motion. 

B, Exchanges, including section 8 State, section 8 private, and others. 

C. Small tract, including applications for unclassified land, sales and draw- 
ings on Bureau motion, auctions, leases, assignments, renewals, and purchase 
options. (The application to purchase may be accepted but final certificate 
will not issue. ) 

D. Recreation and Public Purposes Act sales, leases, and changes of use or 
patentee. ; i 

E. Rights-of-way, involving appraisals. 

F. Permits, easements and leases under 483 CFR 9. 

G. Special land-use permits involving rentals based on fair market value. 

H. Color of title cases. 

I. Any special act disposals involving land appraisals. 

J. Any other type of actions involving land appraisals. 


Vv. TYPES OF CASES OR ACTIONS NOT INVOLVED IN SUSPENSIONS 


A. Any of the above case types when the proposed action is to reject the 
application. 
. Withdrawals and restorations. 
. Desert land application. 
. Homesteads. 
Trespass when an appraisal of land is not involved. 
. Withdrawal review. 
Any other action that does not involve land appraisal. 
H. Forest exchanges (act of March 20, 1922) 


aNnpOP 


VI. EFFECT ON LANDS OPERATIONS 


A. Classification officer 
Activities permitted : 

1. Completion of field examinations and reports by examiners. 

2. Obtaining comments from district manager, and notification of graz- 
ing lessees or permittees of proposed classification, but not appraisal, in- 
cluding action on any protests received. 

3. Completion of all activity when no land appraisal is involved, inelud- 
ing all activity on appraisal type cases when a rejection is involved. 

Activities not permitted : 

1. Signature of classification and appraisal statements which involve 
conclusions of value by the classification officer. 

2. Negotiations of any type with applicants when the appraised value 
of land is a part of these negotiations. (This is usually out of order in 
any event.) 

3. Publication of any type of classification order involving an appraisal. 

B. Adjudication officer 
Activities permitted : 

1. Complete adjudication of appraisal-type cases where the application 
is being rejected. 

2. Complete adjudication of all cases not involving land appraisals. 

Activities not permitted : 

1. Authorizing publication of sales. If sales are already scheduled avd 
being published, stop sale immediately and notify applicants that when the 
suspension ends and if the sale proceeds, it will be readvertised at Burean 
expense (48 CFR 250.9¢). Stopping of sale is deemed necessary becan:e 
during suspension period we can make no guarantee of passage of title 
if sale were held. 

2. Negotiations of any type with applicants which are based on or involve 
land appraisals. 

3. Declaring successful bidders or issuing final certificates on sales that 
are already being published. 


VII. PUBLICITY 


A press release has been issued by the Department explaining this suspension. 
A copy was teletyped wim with suspension order. You may issue this release 
54676—60 
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locally if it has not already appeared in your papers. Do not enter into any 
public discussion regarding appraisal quality. A form letter is attached which 
should be used to advise applicants of the situation, should they inquire aboyt 
the delay in action on their applications or bids. 


VIII, REVISING SCHEDULES AND OPERATIONS 


We realize that this suspension is going to cause a revision in your work 
plan. In view of this, you should consider the following: 

A. Revise your quarterly fund apportionments accordingly. 

B. Use this opportunity to concentrate on activity not involving land 
appraisals, such as desert land applications, homesteads, selections, ap- 
praisal cases involving rejections, and withdrawal review work. 

IX. Concurrent with this suspension, certain information as to appraisals, 
types, and numbers of cases, acreage, etc., is being developed here. Additional 
data must come from field offices and definite requests for data will be made 
soon. 

If you have any questions regarding this suspension or these instructions, 
please refer them to this office promptly. 

EDWARD WoozLeEy, Direcior. 

(Form letter to be sent to applicants who inquire about pending cases), 


Deak Str: A subcommittee of the House Government Operations Committee, 
headed by Congressman John E. Moss of California, has asked the Bureau to 
suspend all action involving appraisal activity for a period of at least 60 days, 

For this reason, we will not be able to take action on your pending ________ 
application, serial No. _---------. We do not know whether the suspension will 
be extended past the 60-day period specified at this time. 

We do not know how soon we will be able to act on your pending case. We will 
continue action as soon as possible. . 

Sincerely yours, 


Mr. Smiru. How many patents did you issue last year? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I don’t have the figures available, sir. 

Mr. Smrru. Do you know approximately ? 

Mr. Rowrtanp. No; I wouldn’t be able to make a good guess. 

Mr. Snirn. I see. 

Mr. Rowtanp. There are large numbers of small tracts, and—— 

Mr. Suirn. Well, in considering this county that we are located in 
now, I believe that the testimony of Mr. Newell is clear and that he 
reiterated this morning that he gave no weight whatever in making 
this appraisal on the Whittman Exchange to any use higher than for 
forage for livestock. Now, my understanding of your testimony yes- 
terday was that you did give some weight to other uses. Now, is that 
correct or not? There seems to be a conflict in the evidence. 

Mr. Rowtanp. We found no sales of comparable land on which to 
base that appraisal. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, now, in making the valuation you did on the se- 
lected lands, did you or did you not give any weight for a higher use 
than for agricultural purposes or for forage for livestock? 

Mr. Rowxanp. I believe that in that appraisal the highest value was 
considered to be for livestock, with the exception of certain areas 
which had possible agricultural potential, if water would be avail- 
able: the soils and topography were such that they could be cultivated, 
if water could be obtained. 

Mr. Smirx. Now, you are in charge of this office for the State of 
Arizona; is that right? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Newell is under you, and all of the appraisers! 
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Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smrru. Did you hear the testimony of Mr. Lemaster yesterday 
to the effect that there was no land within 35 or 40 miles north or 
northeast or northwest of Phoenix that didn’t have a higher value 
than that ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I heard a part of Mr. Lemaster’s——— 

Mr. Smirn. Well, did you agree with that or do you disagree? 

Mr. Rowianp. Given the proper promotion and the proper type of 
sale, that is, the proper conditions of sale, in light of what I know 
now, that is probs ibly true. 

Mr. Smirn. Then, unless conditions change, you would say that in 
the future you would consider any land within 35 or 40 miles north- 
east or northwest or north of downtown Phoenix to have a value higher 
than that assigned for agricultural purposes, if it is in, say, thousand- 
acre lots or some reason: ible size ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Now, I was interested in your testimony that from 1953 
to 1957—55 percent of the growth in Arizona had been in this country, 
and that in—— 

Mr. Row.anp. My testimony, sir? 

Mr. Smrru. I believe that was your testimony. 

Mr. Rowianp. Oh, perhaps I did; I am sorry. 

Mr. Smrru. And that 61 percent of the new construction in 1957 in 
Arizona was in this county, and that the ground water in this area of 
the selected lands in the Wittman Exchange was suitable for domestic 
purposes, and all of these apparently were indications that you were 
alert to the fact that there was some use here higher than for agricul- 
tural purposes, yet your final appraisal was that they should be ap- 
ised at a value for agricultural purposes. How do you avoid a con- 
flict in that conclusion ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. We attempt to determine the fair market value, pri- 
marily from sales of land of similar character and similar location. 

Mr. Suir. Well, did you find any land of similar character in a 
similar location selling for $1.50 an acre 4 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; we did not. We didn’t find any sales of 
similar land in similar locations at all. 

Mr. Smiru. Then you didn’t make it from that comparison ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Smrrn. Well then, what comparison did you use, or what 
yardstick ¢ 

Mr. Rownanp. We had to resort to sales of grazing land in ranch 
property, ranch operations. 

Mr. Smirxn. But it was not in this county, or not in that location ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I’m not sure whether they were or not. 

Mr. Smirx. Now, you heard the testimony this morning of Mr. Gil- 
lespie to the effect that he has a client that wanted to buy or is willing 
to buy the northeast portion of that Wittman Exchange selected area 
for $115 an acre, and as I recall some of the witnesses indicated that 
was the roughest part and just practically worthless land. Does this 
change your mind about the value of the land in this area or not ? 

Mr. Rownanp. It certainly does. If that should go through as a 
sale, it would most. cert: uinly change my mind. AsI understand, it is 

not an actual sale; it was a proposal. Is that correct ? 
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Mr. Smrru. Well, the record shows I think the reasons the sale did 
not go through. Well, now, you did not give consideration to other 
sales of that nature in the area? 

Mr. Rowianp. We could find no sales of land of that character and 
in that location, in that type of location. We could find nothing in 
the way of comparable sales. 

Mr. Smiru. Is Mr. Simpson working out of your office, or where 
does he come from ? 

Mr. Rowxtanp. He works out of the Salt Lake City area office. 

Mr. Smiru. Why is it Mr. Baker was only here on this one case and 
then he went back? 

Mr. Rowxanpb. Mr. Baker came out here from the Director’s Office 
to assist in appraisal training and setting up a better system of basic 
information, collection of sale data, and so forth. 

Mr. Smiru. It just happened this was the only case he participated 
in the appraisal ? 

Mr. Rowxanp. We considered this a difficult appraisal job, and 
Mr. Baker gave us assistance on that as more or less in the nature of 
training. 

Mr. Situ. So the kind of people that are training your personnel 
down here are people that come out here and say this kind of land 
is worth $1.50 an acre; is that right ? 

Mr. Rowuanp. I think Mr. Baker is a competent appraiser, and 
the information at the time of the appraisal wasn’t available to— 
I don’t think anyone at that time could have foreseen that the land 
could possibly have been sold for anything like a hundred dollars an 
acre. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, do you think there was anybody that wouldn't 
have paid more than $1.50 if they had the money? I went through 
here about that time on the highway and stopped at a filling station 
down here and before I got my gas tank filled I found out there was 
a land boom around here. Now, you have been here all your life, 
yet you say at that time you think $1.50 an acre was a fair appraisal 
on that land there. 

Mr. Rowtanp. At that time it appeared to be, sir. I think in view 
of the continued speculative growth of—increase in land prices, it 
probably wasn’t. 

Mr. Smirn. With regard to this law, the change in the law that you 
say is needed, I am interested in—for example, in areas like where 
this Wittman Exchange is located—why you Rave not used the provi- 
sion of the law, or who is responsible for the failure to use the pro- 
vision of the law that permits the outright sale of 5-acre tracts! 

Mr. Rowxanp. That land is not suitable for small tract classifica- 
tion, in my opinion. It is remote, it is rough, it is inaccessible. I 
think to classify that area and dispose of it in 5-acre tracts would 
create a incesenines burden on the county in supplying utilities, roads, 
if anybody actually built on it. The Small Tract Act—we have to 

determine that the land is primarily valuable for home site or business 
site or recreation purposes. 

Mr. Smrrx. Well, when you make a determination like that, you 
put a valuation on the land that is consistent with that kind of deter- 
mination, don’t you? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Smiru. And if that determination is wrong, then at public 
soction you will not get the appraised value, would you? 

Mr. Row.anb. That’s correct. 

Mr. Smirn. If your determination is wrong, then it wouldn’t have 
gold, so it doesn’t go on the private market unless actually your de- 
termination is r ight / 4 

Mr. Rowtanp. That would have to be right. 

Mr. Smiru. Is it your responsibility to have made decisions that 
there would not be these 5-acre tracts made available at public auction, 
or is that somebody else’s responsibility ? 

Mr. Rowianp. No, sir; that is my responsibility. 

Mr. Smiru. That’s all I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Lanigan ¢ 

Mr. Lanican. I just want to get something straight in this case, 
Arizona 013162, which is the case where Mr. Nye reappraised the 
land. 

After Mr. Nye made his appraisal, did you receive any communica- 
tion from the Director’s Office in Washington regarding a reexamina- 
tion of Mr. Nye’s appraisal by a review board in Phoenix? You can 
look at the record. 

Mr. Rowianp. Would you restate that question 

Mr. Lanican. What I want to know is, after Mr. Nye made his 
appraisal, did you receive any communication or instructions from the 
Director’s Office that a review board here should review Mr. Nye’s 
appraisal 4 

Mr. Rowianp. Well, the sequence was different, as I recall. I 
ordered the review of Mr. Nye’s appraisal, of the total appraisal, the 
two appraisals that had been made at that time, by the review board. 
We referred the matter to the Director following recommendations of 
th review board, and the Director, after consideration, returned it 
tous and instructed me to make a reappraisal. 

Mr. Lantean. You had a review board and then a reappraisal; 
that correct ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantcan. Well now, could you tell us what the review board 
did in the first instance and what happened on the reappraisal ? 

Mr. Row.anp. The review board, considering all of the informa- 
tion available to it at that time, determined that a value of $25 per 
acre would probably be the reasonable fair market value. 

Mr. Lanican. That was a review board that reviewed it at 
instructions ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir; without doing any fieldworl 
upon the record information at that time. 

Mr. Lanican. Then it went to Washington. Why 
Washington Y 

Mr. Rowianp. Why, on the basis that the report, the valuation re- 
port had been made by Mr. Nye, who is a qualified appraiser, and 
with whom we did not agree here. Whenever we have a problem that 
Idon’t feel sure of, that I feel I need assistance on, I refer it to the 
Director for his staff review. 

Mr. Lanican. Then after reviewing it, the Director referred 
back for another appraisal ? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantcan. Then what happened ? 
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Mr. Row.anp. Mr. Newell, Mr. Buzan, and I made an appraisal 
of the offered land, and Mr. Newell and I made an appraisal of the 
selected lands. 

Mr. Laniean. Did you actually go to the site of the land ? 

Mr. Rowianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. You went through the whole appraisal process ? 

Mr. Rowxtanp. That’s right. 

Mr. Lanican. What result did you reach at that time? 

Mr. Rowtanp. This was the final result on which we took action. 

Mr. Lanican. That was the same as the review board had recom- 
mended upon reviewing Mr. Nye’s appraisal in the first instance? 

Mr. Row.tanp. No, sir; there was a reduction on a part of the land: 
it was the same on part and a reduction on part. 

Mr. Lanican. You mean you reduced the appraisal still further ? 

Mr. Rownanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lantean. And then what happened? Did you send that back 
to Washington ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. I would have to review the file to find that out: I’m 
not sure. 

Yes; it was referred to the Director’s Office. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, when the Director sent the case back for reap- 
praisal, was there any—I assume you will give us a copy. Will you 
give us a copy of the memorandum of the Director sending the case 
back for a new appraisal ¢ 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Laniean. And then after the new appraisal, it was again sent 
to the Director, and did he at that time approve the new appraisal? 

Mr. Rownanpv. He did. I haven’t found the letter in support of 
that. 

Mr. Laniaan. But you are sure that he did ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Lanican. Well, could you furnish us a copy with the letter that 
you wrote to the Director sending him the new appraisal, and the 
document in which he indicated his concern with the third appraisal 
which was lower than the review board’s first review appraisal, and 
lower than Nye’s appraisal, too, of course. 

Mr. Rowtanp. All right. 

(The material furnished is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE ARIZONA STATE SUPERVISOR CONCERNING PRIVATE EXCHANGE 
APPLICATION, ARIZONA 013162 


By memorandum of July 22, 1957, copy enclosed, the Director advised me that 
the Arizona Appraisal Review Board appeared to be justified in our opinion that 
the appraisal made by John Nye was too high and suggested that another ap- 
praisal be made. He stated: “If you find that the new report of appraisal is 
satisfactory, you may approve it in the usual way. However, please supply 
a copy for our files. In the meanwhile we shall be glad to be of any assistance 
upon request.” 

In accordance with that memorandum, a copy of the report of reappraisal was 
transmitted to the Director’s Office on August 28, 1957. 

In a telephone conversation on September 4, 1957, with the lands staffi officer 
of the Director’s Office, I was advised that the exchange could proceed on the 

asis of the last reappraisal. A copy of the original of my memorandum of 
August 28, 1957, on which is a notation confirming the telephone conversation 


of September 4, 1957, is enclosed. 
E. I. ROWLAND, 


State Supervisor, Arizona Bureau of Land Management. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 


Washington, D.C., July 22, 1957. 
Memorandum : State supervisor, Arizona. 


From : Director. 
Subject : Private exchange application, Arizona 013162, David B. Morgan. 

Your memorandum of July 12 giving the views of your appraisal review board 
on this matter has been considered by the Bureau Headquarters Appraisal Re- 
yiew Board. The original appraisal of the selected lands and the report of 
reappraisal have been studied. 

The Review Board has concluded that the reappraisal report has not suffi- 
ciently discounted the evidences of value therein cited, consisting of the prices 
paid or agreed to be paid in six land sales involving various sellers who may 
have been reluctant and one buyer who is reported to have been quite anxious. 
Asa result, the Board felt that reappraisal does not adequately reflect adherence 
to the manual concept of fair market value which rests on the assumption of 
“an open market transaction between an informed, able and desirous, but not 
anxious seller, and an informed, able and desirous but not anxious buyer * * *.” 
[Emphasis supplied. ] 

Our memorandum of June 21 on this subject, copy supplied to you, stated: 
“The application by itself is suggestive of demand although the applicant occu- 
pies a unique position. The determination of the extent to which ‘the prospect 
of demand for such use affects the market value’ is conditional to some extent 
on the element of substitution or competitive position of the subject land. Also 
the willing buyer concept in fair market value must not be distorted by ex- 
ploiting the compulsion or anxiety of the prospective purchaser.” 

Accordingly, the Board concluded that you and your review board were justified 
in the opinion that the reappraisal values are too high. At the same time the 
Board suggested that the originally appraised values may be too low, as you 
have also concluded in view of manual requirements as you now understand 
them. 

We suggest that a new appraisal be made of the offered and selected lands by 
a qualified appraiser available to your office. The field information already com- 
piled may be sufficient for this purpose. However, the appraiser should satisfy 
himself that sufficient basic information is at hand for the purpose regarding both 
the offered and selected lands. The information should then be reevaluated in 
line with the conclusions of the Appraisal Review Boards and the applicable 
manual requirements. 

In view of locational and other differences affecting the highest and best use 
of lands within the local area of the selected lauds, we suggest that the appraiser 
consider the individual legal subdivisions or classes of lands comprising the se- 
lected lands so far as significant differences occur between them. He should pro- 
vide a separate appraisal analysis of each subdivision or class of land, based 
on the following or other factors which may affect their value: (1) grazing re- 
sources and uses; (2) alternative uses such as residential, business, industrial, 
etc., and evaluation of the degree to which these uses should be considered as 
affecting value due to uncertainty of development; (3) locational or site charac- 
teristics for these uses in relation to highways, railways, water supply, ete. ; and 
(4) assemblage or plottage in relation to the pattern of land ownership and uses 
of other lands. 

The same type of analysis should be applied to the offered lands to establish 
the influence of foreseeable uses other than grazing, if any, upon their value. 
Comparative sales data should be supplied for the offered lands. We understand 
that the current market for privately owned rangelands in the area of the offered 
lands is placing higher values than have been experienced in the past. The sales 
records may reflect the extent to which this trend has gone. 

If you find that the new report of appraisal is satisfactory, you may approve 
itin the usual way. However, please supply a copy for our files. 
While, we shall be glad to be of any assistance upon request. 

We understand that there are several other exchanges pending for lands in 
the same local area. The same appraisal concepts should be applied to them also. 

The exchange case file is returned herewith. 


In the mean- 


Fpwarp Wooz.ey, Director. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, 
Phoenia, Ariz., August 28, 1957. 
Memorandum to: Director. 
From: State supervisor, Arizona. 
Subject: Reexamination and appraisal of lands involved in private exchange 
Arizona 013162 of D. B. Morgan. 


In accordance with instructions contained in your memorandum of July 99 
1957 (5.04e:B) the subject application has been reexamined and the lands reap. 
praised and a copy of the report of this reappraisal is enclosed. A conference 
was held with a representative of D. B. Morgan and representatives of the Kenne. 
cott Copper Corp, following the reexamination and they were advised as to the 
appraisal values which are contained in the enclosed report. 

The application was immediately amended to balance the values and it jg 
anticipated that title to the offered land will be submitted to this office Sep. 
tember 3. 

I have advised the applicant and the Kennecott Copper Corp. that we would 
do everything possible to expedite further action, and I will appreciate your 
review of this report and advice as to whether it is satisfactory at the earliest 
possible time. 

M. W. Buzan, 
(For the State Supervisor). 

Called Rowland September 4 and told him that we would not again audit his 
appraisal, and that the exchange would proceed upon his recommendation, 

H. A. T, 

Mr. Lanigan. That’s all Ihave, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Horrman. I have some. 

Mr. Moss. Fine, you are recognized. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, who is this man Baker? What is his name 
and title, and where does he live? 

Mr. Rowianp. At the present time, sir, he is in the Washington 
office—I’m sorry——— 

Mr. Horrman. Heis in the Washington office ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. No, sir; that was my mistake. He was in the Wash- 
ington office at this time. I believe he is now in Alaska, but I’m not 
positive. 

Mr. Horrman. You don’t know where he is ? 

Mr. Rowtanp. He has made one or two transfers since this time, 

Mr. Horrman. Was there anything in his visit here, so far as you 
know, that was improper or unusual ¢ 

Mr. Row1anp. No, sir; he was here to assist us in improving our 
appraisal techniques as a representative of the Director's Office. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, a while ago you testified that some order came 
down, and later you had the details of what you were to do in con- 
nection with the situation that developed here. Have you the details 
there? I think you summarized them. 

Mr. Row.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to offer those for the record. 

Mr. Moss. They have already been included in the record. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean all the details? 

Mr. Moss. All of the details at the time he referred to the instruc- 
tions from the Office, the headquarters, in Washington. He read the 
first telegraphic instruction, and referred in brief summary to the 
letter further detailing the instructions, and both were made a part 
of the record at that time. 

Mr. Horrman. The letter was made a part ? 
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Mr. Moss. Both were made part of the record at that time. 

Mr. Horrman. You also referred in your testimony, you used the 
word “similar” several times when asked about the value of this land. 
What did you mean by that? 


nge Mr. Rowtanp. In obtaining records of sales, we attempt to get land 
that is as nearly identical in all aspects. 
22, Mr. HorrmMan. In what particulars ? 
“Ap, Mr. Rowxanp. In topography, location, accessibility, resources, in 
— all characteristics of the land itself. yt 
the | Mr. Horrman. Physical characteristics ? 
Mr. Rowtanp. Yes, sir; physical characteristics. 
t is Mr. Horrman. I think that’s all. 
Pe Mr. Moss. Any further questions ? 
ould Mr. Rowland, that concludes the committee’s requirements of your 
your time here, and I want to thank you for your appearance. 
liest Mr. Row.anp. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Moss. We will now hear from a former member of the House, 
r). Mr. Richard F. Harless, of Phoenix, Ariz. 
t his 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD F. HARLESS, FORMER CONGRESS- 
T. MAN FROM ARIZONA 


Mr. Haruess. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I want to thank you 
for the opportunity of appearing here, and I want to also thank you 
gentlemen for coming here. Out of this hearing I am sure much 
could come. 


oe Following the chairman’s suggestion, I am going to make a few 
oton brief remarks and then file the memorandum I dictated. I know 
7 your time is short, and therefore I won’t take too much of your time. 

As one who has lived here most of his life, and who has seen this 
Yai. State grow from the wilds of the early Indian days, I assure you that 
n not there have been some astounding things happening here in the last 

10 years. 

For that reason you have to take into consideration these things 
ne. that have happened recently to understand probably some of the facts 
2 Ou that you have revealed here. 

I want to call to your attention that in the State of Arizona I be- 
ig our lieve we, with one exception in the United States, have less privately 
a. owned land than any other State except one. Less than 15 percent 
- came of the land of Arizona is privately owned. I have here, and I will 
n con csp it in the record with my remarks, a compilation made by the 
Jetails alley National Bank on March 27, 1959, which shows that some 

44.8 percent of our land is federally owned, some 26.7 percent is under 
Federal trust for Indians, only 13.72 percent is State owned, and 14.7 
percent is privately owned. 

That has created a very serious situation in our State, with the im- 

pact of this population explosion, naturally a tremendous specula- 
nstruc- tion in the little amount of privately owned land we hold. ‘That is 
ead the natural that we have a tendency to try to exchange privately owned 
to the land from other parts of the State to the areas which are highly 


a part populated. 
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I would like to urge that this committee carry back to Washington 
the thought that we need a revision of our laws. We do not want to 
discourage the acquisition of Federal lands into private ownership, 
The only way we can survive here in this fast-growing area under our 
heavy burden of taxation is to get these lands into privately owned 
lands. 

It has also created a situation here where land is actually higher 
than it should be, because there is not enough privately owned lands, 
and has caused every homeowner on all the new homes to pay 4 
higher price. I would say right today at least $300 to $500 extra for 
a home, a modern home, which costs about $12,000 or $14,000. 

Under the five ways the Federal lands can be put into private 
hands, two of them have been cut off in Arizona; that is, the home- 
steads, no homesteads have been approved here for years. We have 
no more desert entry in Arizona because of our water code. There 
needs to be revision of the Federal law. So the three remaining, 
that is, exchanges, public sales, and small tracts, we hope that you 
will try to create ways and means to expedite those. 

We sincerely urge—and I as a long-time resident of this State have 
talked to a lot of people—that this hearing will bring about an ey- 
pedition and not put a damper on the exchange of these lands into 
private hands. 

I know personally that there has been a lot of speculation, and some 
of the lands that have sold for fabulous prices, should there be a re- 
cession they would go back to very minor value, Not many years 
ago I wouldn’t have accepted any of these desert lands had you given 
it to me; I wouldn’t have paid taxes on it. Only in the last 7 or 8 
years have we seen this fantastic explosion and land speculation. 
However, to get this continued flow of land so we can get. it m private 
hands and get taxes, we hope that your actions will take into consid- 
eration that we need new law, expedition of the matters that will bring 
that about. 

I have here a brief statement. I notice my secretary had made an 
error in the compilation of the figures on the first page, and I have 
changed it to show the proper amount. 

I might just finish up by saying that you know Western States; 
the chairman being a westerner, he understands this thoroughly. 
There was a trend in the last 75 years in which these States were ad- 
mitted to the Union to reserve back a great deal of land for the Fed- 
eral Government. It is my belief that the intention was that there 
would be ways and means that the small homeseeker could home- 
stead, be able to establish a home as the western trend occurred, but 
that hasn’t been the case recently. Therefore, even the Small Tract 
Act is broken down. There has been a lot of speculation in it: there 
has been a lot of fraud in some of the small tract applications by 
gathering up—certain people would gather up veterans’ applications 
and have them applied and, in turn, they would rearrange sale to 
other people. Maybe the law should be reviewed in that respect. But 
the fact is that it is now difficult to bring about the acquisition of these 
lands to the average people. The average person is something that 
should be taken into consideration, so we urge you to expedite it and 
not hamper it, and I am sure you will do that. 
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Mr. Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Harless. 

Mr. Hoffman, do you have anything? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Smith ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Mr. Moss. We will receive your statement for the record, and we 
want to thank you for your interest. I know that you recognize that 
this has long been a problem of inte rest and of concern to the Congress, 
so that there are no easy ata This committee certainly hopes 
that when it has finally concluded its activities, that its report will be 
aconstructive, a helpful one tot he Ci ongress. 

Mr. Harvess. Thank you very much for coming. I assure you a 
lot of things that have hh: appe ned here have not been a conscientious 
attempt to avoid the law. ‘There has no doubt been some mistakes, but 
to understand the mistakes you have to understand our circumstances 
and you have to understand, too, that we can have financial reverses 
and some of these things that now appear very rosy could become 
very desperate. 

My wife is one of the leading brokers; we handle lots of lands, and 
[know there have been f: :bulous prices paid for land that I wouldn't 
pay, but people come from elsewhere and they want to buy the land 
to hedge against inflation. Sometimes they might pay off ‘and some 
times they might fail. 

Mr. Moss. ‘Thank you. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Rich arp F. HARLESS, FORMER CONGRESSMAN FROM ARIZONA 


I appreciate the congressional courtesy which allows a former Mem- 
ber of Congress to appear before its committees to express a public interest 
point of view in which capacity I now appear. 

You are endeavoring to determine if you can find an improved formula for 
land appaisals by the Bureau of Land Management. We in Arizona will all 
be indebted to you for any improvement that may come about as a result of 
your study of the subject, and we will be particularly indebted to you for any 
plan whhich will accelerate the transfer of Government lands int private 
ownership. 

Of the total land in Arizona, less than 15 percent is in private ownership. 
Some 85 percent is still, after almost a half century since this Territory became 
a State, in Government ownership, Federal or State, or in reserved Indian 
lands. For the record, I am presenting the breakdown figures of the Govern- 
ment landownership in Arizona. In the main it shows federally owned, 44.8 
percent; State. 13.77; or a total of 58.52 percent. In Federal trust, 26.7 percent. 
Only 14.78 percent is available in private ownership. 

This heavy ownership of land by the Government in Arizona is adding to the 
cost of homes. As near as the statisticians can figure it, Government owner- 
ship of 85 percent of the land in Arizona is costing every homeowner on the aver- 
age of $300. Not only is this adding to the initial cost of owning a home, it 
affects every taxpayer in another way. It is increasing the taxes he has to pay 
every year on the property he owns. Government-owned lands, of course, pay 
no taxes, they thus do not contribute to paying the costs of our government, State 
or local, 

The high percentage of Government-owned lands is importantly contributing 
to the land inflation in Arizona. No one wants to see a runaway market which 
ultimately would have to collapse. 

Lands released from Government ownership would have not only a practical 
effect but, equally important in fighting inflation, a strong psychological effect. 

Builders of homes in Arizona have done a great job. They have priced their 
product so low that Arizona ranks at the top or right near the top in the States 
giving the greatest home values at the lowest prices. However, these home- 
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builders are complaining over the high prices they are having to pay for land. 
Prices are going higher and higher. 

Release of Government-owned lands could help that situation. We are aj 
conscious of the school needs created by the tremendous population growth. [¢ 
lands were released from Government ownership with the proceeds earmarked 
for the schools, much could be done to help that situation and lighten the home. 
owners’ and taxpayers’ load. I am, of course, conscious of what has been done 
in the past in setting aside school lands, but much more needs to be done now. 

Further, if I may suggest it, a great deal of study might well be devoted to 
turning over all Federal lands, except those in national forests, parks, mony- 
ments, and Government facilities, to the States. 

To me it has always been interesting to note the difference in States with re. 
spect to Federal lands. 

Why should there, in principle, be a difference between New York and other 
seaboard States, and Arizona and Western States? In other words, why should 
there be no great bodies of Federal land except for forests, parks, ete., in the 
State of New York, while the Federal Government should own so much land 
and control and direct it within the boundaries of the State of Arizona? 

I know of the historical origin of the difference. New York was one of the 
Thirteen Original Colonies, and Territories like Arizona came into the Union 
as States much later. Historically, we find that those Western States that came 
into the Union within the last 75 years have been handicapped inasmuch as the 
Federal Government retained large portions of the lands within such States. As 
a free and sovereign State, it would seem reasonable that these Western States 
should be given the opportunity of having Federal lands passed to private owner- 
ship as soon as possible. As a matter of fact, it would seem reasonable to permit 
the States to share in a greater control in the improvement and disposal of such 
lands to the private citizens and taxpayers. Obviously, the State cannot prosper 
unless the lands within the State are capable of being taxed. It is necessary to 
have these taxes in order to share the burdens of operating the State and local 
governments. Why should there continue to be a distinction between States—a 
discrimination if you please? Why should not these Western States be given 
the opportunity to have lands passed on to private ownership as fast as possible? 
Why should there be a double standard between States? Why should Arizona 
and other Western States be classified as second-class citizens in the community 
of States? We believe that it would be for the best interest of the United States 
and these Western States, and I speak particularly for Arizona, to give these 
States an opportunity to expand their economies by the creation of rules, regu- 
lations, and laws which will pass Federal public lands into the control of the 
State and into the control of private ownership as soon as possible. 

We here in Arizona are familiar with how land values have jumped. I could 
cite many cases in private land deals where they have made great gains—as 
great as any you hear in evidence in exchange cases. 

You are familiar with the laws of the United States which permit home. 
steading and desert entry of Federal lands. Peculiarly enough, under orders 
which have emanated from Washington there is no more homesteading nor is 
there any more desert entry of Federal lands in the State of Arizona. Other 
Western States still enjoy this privilege. About 5 years ago, because of the 
Arizona water code which controls the placement of the water wells within 
certain areas of the State of Arizona, the Bureau of Land Management sus- 
pended the right of Arizonians to acquire public lands through these avenues. 
Naturally, because there has been a cessation of the right to acquire Federal 
public lands through such procedures, there has been a great speculation in pri- 
vately owned lands within Arizona, 

We earnestly and respectfully ask you to urge the Department of the Interior 
to reinstate homesteading and desert entry for Arizonians, We further sin- 
cerely urge vou to request the Department of the Interior to stabilize the rules 
and regulations whereby Federal lands may be placed in a private ownership. 
If necessary, make it possible to have sales of public lands whereby the highest 
bidder might acquire the same. Possibly you would want to restrict the size 
of each lot that would be purchased so that the smaller bidders might have an 
opportunity to participate. 

To summarize, we hope that your committee will seriously consider the pos- 
sibility of giving the Western States greater jurisdiction over the public lands 
within such States and we sincerely urge that ways and means be created where- 
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we 


py more Federal land can pass into the hands of private ownership at the earliest 
possible date, whereby Arizona and other Western States can continue to pros- 
per and expand and take their proper places in the economy of these United 
States. 

Mr. Moss. The hearings of the subcommittee are concluded. The 
subcommittee is now adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., Saturday, January 23, 1960, the hear- 
ings in the above-entitled matter were concluded.) 


x 





